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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The Bighorn Basin Resource Management Plan (RMP) Revision Project is a combined effort to revise 
RMPs for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Cody Field Office (CYFO) and BLM Worland Field Office 
(WFO).  This document refers to the combined CYFO and WFO planning areas as the Planning Area.  The 
BLM published the Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing the release of the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP 
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for public review and comment in the Federal Register 
on April 22, 2011.  This notice initiated the 90-day comment period.  At the request of the public and 
cooperating agencies, the BLM extended the comment period by 45 days, for a total comment period of 
135 days.  The comment period ended on September 7, 2011.  During the 135-day comment period, the 
BLM hosted six public meetings within the Planning Area to gather comments on the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS and to answer questions from the public. 

In July 2012, the BLM Rocky Mountain Regional Interdisciplinary Team identified the need to prepare a 
Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and Draft EIS (the Supplement) to consider incorporation of 
proposed management actions in designated greater sage-grouse Key and Priority Habitat Areas and to 
thoroughly consider the conservation measures identified in the Greater Sage-grouse National Technical 
Team (NTT) Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (Sage-grouse NTT 2011), as 
referenced in BLM Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2012-044 (BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land 
Use Planning Strategy).  The NOA announcing the release of the Supplement published in the Federal 
Register on July 12, 2013, initiated a 90-day comment period.  The BLM initially scheduled 90 days for 
public comment and the original date for the close of the comment period was October 12, 2013.  
However, due to the lapse in appropriations and the resulting federal government shutdown, the 
documents were not available on the BLM website from October 1 through October 16, 2013 and the 
BLM extended the comment period 20 days; ending on November 1, 2013.  During the 110-day 
comment period, the BLM held six public meetings within the Planning Area (in the same locations as 
meetings for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS) to discuss the content of the Supplement and to answer 
questions. 

This report provides a summary of public comments received on the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and Draft 
EIS during the comment period as well as public comments received on the Supplement during the 
subsequent comment period.  During the Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment period, the BLM received a 
total of 46,009 comment documents: 44,951 were submitted by email, 1,029 were submitted in hard 
copy or sent by mail, 11 documents were received during public meetings, and 18 submissions were 
received through the BLM website.  During the Supplement comment period, the BLM received a total 
of 2,145 comment documents: 2,112 were submitted by email, 32 were submitted in hard copy or sent 
by mail, and 1 was received through the BLM website.  No comments were submitted at the public 
meetings held for the Supplement. 

A public comment document refers to the entire written submission from a commenter (e.g., full letter, 
e-mail, etc.), whereas a comment refers to an individual and identifiable substantive expression of 
interest or issue statement included within a public comment document.  For example, a letter (i.e., 
public comment document) received within the comment period may contain one or more separate 
comments.  A commenter refers to the individual or organization who submitted the comment 
document.  Of the 46,009 documents received, the BLM identified 45,454 comment documents as form 
letters regarding the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  During the Supplement comment period, the BLM 
received a total of 2,145 documents, of which 2,067 were identified as form letters.  The BLM defined 
form letters as letters containing identical text submitted by more than five individuals. 
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This report provides a summary of the full range of public issues and concerns as submitted during the 
comment periods.  The submitted comments and summary presented in this report do not necessarily 
represent the sentiments of the public as a whole.  However, this summary does attempt to provide fair 
representation of the wide range of views submitted during the comment periods.  In consideration of 
these views, it is important for the public and decision makers to understand that this process does not 
attempt to treat input as if it were a vote.  Instead, comment analysis is a process that allows the BLM to 
review and consider received comments, develop appropriate responses, revise the Draft RMP and Draft 
EIS in response to comments, and support the BLM’s decision-making process. 

The remainder of this report is organized as follows: 

• Content Analysis Process – Describes how the BLM received, recorded, and categorized 
comment documents and comments. 

• Commenter Demographics – Presents demographic information associated with submitted 
comment documents including geography and affiliation of commenters. 

• Summary of Public Responses to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and Supplement – Provides a 
breakdown of the number of comments received by issue category, a summary of comments 
received, and BLM’s response to comments received. 

• Analysis of Comments – Outlines the parameters for substantive and non-substantive 
comments and provides a brief summary of comments and responses. 

• Attachment A: Draft RMP and Draft EIS Public Comment Response Index – Includes 
instructions on how to use the tables in Attachments A and B.  It also includes an index listing 
the names of all commenters and their associated comment document number. 

• Attachment B:  Draft RMP and Draft EIS Individual Comments and Index to Summary 
Comments and Summary Responses – Includes all substantive public comments received during 
the comment period along with an index to help users find their associated summary comments 
and response. 

• Attachment C: Supplement Public Comment Response Index – Includes instructions on how to 
use the tables in Attachments C and D, as well as an index listing the names of all commenters 
and their associated comment document number. 

• Attachment D:  Supplement Individual Comments and Index to Summary Comments and 
Summary Responses – Includes all substantive public comments received during the comment 
period along with an index to help users find their associated summary comments and response. 

• Attachment E:  Comment Documents – Includes all substantive public comment documents 
received during the public comment periods. 

Attachments B, D, and E are available on the Bighorn Basin RMP project website at: 
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html. 

2.0 COMMENT ANALYSIS PROCESS 
The BLM defines comment analysis as a systematic method of compiling, categorizing, and evaluating 
written comments made by individuals, federal and state agencies, Tribal governments, elected 
representatives, and other organizations on the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and Supplement in order to 
identify substantive issues for review and response by BLM decision makers.  The comment analysis 
process provides a methodical approach for the BLM to revise text in the RMP and EIS based on 
comments provided during the two comment periods.  Additionally, through the comment analysis 
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process, BLM supplemented the project mailing list of commenters and compiled demographic 
information on the geographic distribution of commenters (see Section 3.0 of this report). 

Public comment documents include hardcopy comments received at the public meetings and electronic 
or written comment documents postmarked or received via the project website within the comment 
periods.  Methods of comment document submittal included mail, email, website submittals, and public 
meetings.  All individuals attending public meetings were encouraged to submit comments in writing. 

2.1. Analysis Process 
The BLM comment analysis team utilized the program CommentWorks to catalogue, number, review, 
categorize, and respond to comments received during the Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment period as 
well as the Supplement comment period. 

Upon receipt of a public comment document, a member of the comment analysis team logged the 
comment document into an Microsoft Excel comment tracking spreadsheet, assigned the document a 
unique identifier (i.e., Document 10001), and converted the comment document to a searchable 
electronic (i.e., PDF) document and a text file.  The analysis team then added all pertinent commenter 
information (e.g., name, affiliation, address, and type of comment document) into CommentWorks and 
uploaded the electronic documents into the system. 

The first step in the analysis process was to identify individual substantive comments within a public 
comment document.  The comment analysis team identified each individual substantive comment based 
on guidance in the BLM National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Handbook (H-1790-1).  Substantive 
comments are those that do one or more of the following: 

• Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the RMP and EIS; 
• Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the 

environmental analysis; 
• Present new information relevant to the analysis; 
• Present reasonable alternatives other than those analyzed in the RMP and EIS; or 
• Cause changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives. 

Comments that were not considered substantive included the following: 

• Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives without reasoning that 
meet the substantive comment criteria listed above; 

• Comments that only agree or disagree with BLM policy or resource decisions without 
justification or supporting data that meet the substantive criteria listed above; 

• Comments that do not pertain to the Planning Area or scope of the Bighorn Basin RMP Revision 
Project; or 

• Comments that take the form of vague, open-ended questions. 

The analysis team established an issue coding structure for all substantive comments within 
CommentWorks that was used to bracket and sort comments into logical groups or issue categories 
(e.g., air quality, cumulative impacts, process and procedure).  CommentWorks is the comment tracking 
and analysis platform within the ePlanning system, which is being used for the Bighorn Basin RMP 
Revision Project.  A list of all issue categories identified for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS is located below 
in Table A-1.  Table A-2 lists the issue categories for the Supplement. 
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Once assigned an issue category, the BLM reviewed individual substantive comments and provided 
direction to develop a response.  The comment analysis team then used the individual comments and 
direction to analyze, group, and summarize comments, and to develop responses to the summary 
comments. 

When reviewing comments, the analysis team looked not only for each action or change requested by 
the public, but also for any supporting information to capture the comment and its context.  In doing so, 
paragraphs within a comment letter may have been divided into several comments because of multiple 
comments being presented or, alternatively, sections of a letter may have been combined to form one 
coherent comment. 

It is important to note that during the process of identifying individual comments and concerns, the BLM 
treated all comments equally.  The BLM did not weigh comments based on organizational affiliation and 
the number of duplicate comments did not increase the priority or merit of one comment over another.  
The process was not one of counting votes and the BLM did not make any efforts to tabulate the exact 
number of people for, or against, any given aspect of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and Supplement.  
Rather, the BLM focused on an understanding of the content of a comment, information that would lead 
to a reasoned choice among the alternatives, and appropriate responses and revisions. 

Table A-1. Draft RMP and Draft EIS Issue Categories 

Issue Categories 

Air Quality Master Leasing Plans Soils 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Mineral Potential and Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development Special Status Species 

Climate Change Minerals Travel and Transportation Management 
Cultural NEPA Vegetation 
Cumulative Impacts Paleontology Visual Resource Management 
Extension Request Process and Procedure Water 
Fire and Fuels Readability and Format Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Fish Recreation Wild Horses 
Historic Trails Renewable Energy Wilderness Characteristics 
Invasive Species Rights-of-Way Wilderness Study Areas 
Lands and Realty Greater Sage-Grouse Wildlife 
Livestock Grazing Socioeconomic - 
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Issue categories identified for the Supplement are listed below in Table A-2. 

Table A-2. Supplement Issue Categories 

Issue Categories 

Air Resources Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas Socioeconomic 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Livestock Grazing Management Special Status Species 
Consultation Locatable Minerals Trails and Travel Management 
Cultural Minerals – General Vegetation 
Cumulative Impacts Out of Scope Visual Resource Management 
Extension Request Paleontological Water 
Fire and Fuels Planning Issues Wild Horses 
Greater Sage-Grouse Recreation Wilderness Characteristics 
Invasive Species  Renewable Energy Wildlife 
Lands and Realty Rights of Way and Corridors - 
Laws, Regulations, Guidance, Process Riparian-Wetland - 

 

3.0 COMMENTER DEMOGRAPHICS 
This section provides a summary of commenter demographics.  Demographic analysis allows the BLM to 
form an overall picture of issues, as well as a better understanding of who is submitting comments, the 
geographic distribution of commenters, their affiliations, and the format of the public comment 
documents. 

3.1. Geographic Representation 
The BLM tracked the geographic representation for each comment document that included such 
information.  Tables A-3 and A-4 identify the number of comment documents received from individual 
geographic locations (excluding form letters).  Figures 3 and 4 depict the geographic distribution of 
comment documents received from within the Planning Area, documents received from outside the 
Planning Area but within the state of Wyoming, and documents received from out of state.  The BLM 
received the greatest number of comment documents for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS from 
commenters within the Planning Area.  The greatest number of comment documents received for the 
Supplement were from commenters outside the State of Wyoming. 
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location 

State City Number of Commenters 

Alabama Undisclosed 1 

Arizona Mesa 1 

Arizona Phoenix 1 

Arizona Scottsdale 1 

California Healdsburg 1 

California Oakland 1 

California Placerville 1 

California Redwood City 1 

California Somis 1 

California Tahoe City 1 

California Volcano 1 

California Undisclosed 1 

Colorado Arvada 1 

Colorado Boulder 1 

Colorado Colorado Springs 2 

Colorado Denver 11 

Colorado Fort Collins 1 

Colorado Lakewood 1 

Colorado Longmont 1 

Colorado Lyons 1 

Colorado Redvale 1 

Colorado Sedalia 1 

Connecticut Granby 1 

Florida Lighthouse Point 1 

Florida Orlando 1 

Florida Stuart 1 

Georgia Augusta 1 

Idaho Pocatello 1 

Illinois Evanston 1 

Illinois Rochelle 1 

Illinois Wheaton 2 

Indiana Boone 1 

Maine Tewksbury 1 

Maryland Gaithersburg 1 
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location (continued) 

State City Number of Commenters 

Massachusetts Carlisle 1 

Massachusetts Hampden 3 

Massachusetts Holyoke 1 

Michigan Berkley 1 

Mississippi Becker 1 

Montana Belgrade 1 

Montana Billings 6 

Montana Bozeman 6 

Montana Dillon 1 

Montana Missoula 1 

New Jersey Lakewood 1 

New York New York 1 

North Carolina Gibsonville 1 

North Carolina Reidsville 1 

Ohio Cleveland 1 

Ohio Mentor 1 

Ohio Undisclosed 1 

Oklahoma Clinton 2 

Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1 

Oregon Portland 1 

Other Washington, DC 2 

Pennsylvania Philadelphia 1 

Pennsylvania Zelienople 1 

Tennessee Knoxville 2 

Tennessee Memphis 1 

Texas Austin 1 

Texas Belton 1 

Texas Denton 1 

Texas Houston 2 

Texas Sugarland 1 

Utah Salt Lake City 4 

Virginia Mechanicsville 1 

Virginia Williamsburg 1 

Washington Seattle 1 

Washington Spokane 1 

Washington Tacoma 1 
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location (continued) 

State City Number of Commenters 

West Virginia Zanesville 1 

West Virginia Undisclosed 1 

Wisconsin Madison 1 

Wyoming Alpine 1 

Wyoming Basin 14 

Wyoming Burlington 1 

Wyoming Byron 5 

Wyoming Casper 3 

Wyoming Cheyenne 15 

Wyoming Clark 4 

Wyoming Cody 90 

Wyoming Covell 1 

Wyoming Cowley 3 

Wyoming Deaver 2 

Wyoming Emblem 3 

Wyoming Gillette 2 

Wyoming Greybull 14 

Wyoming Hyattville 7 

Wyoming Jackson 2 

Wyoming Lander 5 

Wyoming Laramie 9 

Wyoming Lovell 13 

Wyoming Manderson 1 

Wyoming Meeteetse 5 

Wyoming Moran 1 

Wyoming Parkman 1 

Wyoming Pinedale 1 

Wyoming Powell 59 

Wyoming Ralston 3 

Wyoming Riverton 3 

Wyoming Shell 1 

Wyoming Sheridan 5 

Wyoming St. Stephens 1 

Wyoming Ten Sleep 9 

Wyoming Thermopolis 53 

Wyoming Wapiti 1 
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location (continued) 

State City Number of Commenters 

Wyoming Wilson 1 

Wyoming Worland 20 

Wyoming Undisclosed 34 

Undisclosed Number of Commenters Undisclosed City 82 

Total 
 

579 

Note:  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. 
 

 

Table A-4. Number of Supplement Commenters by Geographic Location 

State City Number of Commenters 

Arizona Phoenix 1 

Colorado Craig 1 

Colorado Denver 5 

Colorado Fort Collins 1 

District of Columbia Washington 2 

Idaho Hailey 1 

North Dakota Bismarck 1 

New York Brooklyn 1 

Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1 

Oregon Bend 1 

South Dakota Black Hawk 1 

Tennessee Gatlinburg 1 

Texas Plano 1 

Utah Salt Lake City 2 

Virginia Alexandria 1 

Washington Spokane 1 

Wyoming Basin 1 

Wyoming Cheyenne 7 

Wyoming Cody 8 

Wyoming Greybull 5 

Wyoming Lander 2 

Wyoming Laramie 3 

Wyoming Lovell 2 
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Table A-4. Number of Supplement Commenters by Geographic Location (Continued) 

State City Number of Commenters 

Wyoming Rock Springs 1 

Wyoming Sheridan 2 

Wyoming Ten Sleep 4 

Wyoming Thermopolis 6 

Undisclosed Undisclosed City 15 

Total  78 

Note:  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. 
 

Figure A-1. Number of Draft EIS and Draft RMP Commenter Documents by Geography 

 
Note:  Comments received through email which did not contain mailing addresses or geographic representation accounted for a total of 82 
submissions.  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. 
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Figure A-2. Number of Supplement Commenter Documents by Geography 

 
Note:  Comments received through e-mail which did not contain mailing addresses or geographic representation accounted for a total of 15 
submissions.  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. 

3.2. Organizational Affiliation 
The BLM received comments from a range of entities including federal agencies, state agencies, local 
governments, non-governmental organizations, private industries, and unaffiliated individuals (Table A-5 
and Figures 3 and 4).  The BLM affiliated comment documents with a government or non-governmental 
organization if the document was received on official letterhead or was received through an official 
agency or organization email address.  The BLM classified all other comment documents as unaffiliated 
individuals.  The BLM received the greatest number of comment documents from unaffiliated 
individuals. 

Table A-5. Number of Comment Documents by Affiliation (excluding form letters) 

Affiliation Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS 
Public Comment Documents 

Number of Supplement 
Public Comment Documents 

Federal Agency 3 3 

State Agency 9 2 

Local Government 9 3 

Non-Governmental Organization 18 22 

Private Industry 13 19 

Unaffiliated Individual 527 29 

Total 579 78 

Note:  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.  See Section 3.4 for 
a breakdown of form letter affiliations. 
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Figure A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Comment Documents by Affiliation 

 
Note:  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.  See Section 3.4 for 
a breakdown of form letter affiliations. 

Figure A-4. Number of Supplement Comment Documents by Affiliation 

 

Note:  Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.  See Section 3.4 for 
a breakdown of form letter affiliations. 
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3.3. Public Comment Document Method of Delivery 
The BLM received comment documents through a variety of delivery methods.  Table A-6 identifies the 
number of documents received by method of delivery (e.g., email, letter, and website).  The BLM 
received the greatest number of comment documents on the Draft RMP and Draft EIS through email 
(44,951) and mail (1,029).  The BLM received the greatest number of comment documents on the 
Supplement through email (2,112) and mail (32). 

Table A-6. Number of Public Comment Documents by Method of Delivery 

Method of Delivery Draft EIS and Draft RMP Number Supplement Number 

Email 44,951 2,112 

Website 18 1 

Mail 1,029 32 

Public Meeting 11 0 

Total 46,009 2,145 

 

3.4. Form Letters 
The BLM received 45,454 form letters from eight separate originating entities during the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS comment period and 2,067 form letters from 2 non-governmental organizations and 55 from 
an unknown organization during the Supplement comment period.  The BLM designated the first form 
letter from each originating entity as the “master” comment document and the BLM reviewed each 
subsequent form letter to ensure that the content was identical to the master comment document.  The 
form letters were received primarily by email with the exception of 1 Marathon Oil form letter and 787 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition postcards that were received by mail.  Because the form letters contained 
identical text to their corresponding master comment document, the BLM analyzed the eight master 
comment documents.  In those cases where form letters included additional text, they were reviewed 
and processed if substantive individual comments were identified.  Table A-7 identifies the originating 
entity, affiliation, and number of each form letter received. 
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Table A-7. Form Letters Received by Affiliation 

Originating Entity Affiliation Number Received on 
Draft RMP and Draft EIS 

Number Received 
on Supplement 

Natural Resources Defense Council Non-Governmental Organization 43,286 - 

Sierra Club Non-Governmental Organization 98 7 

Wilderness Society Non-Governmental Organization 735 - 

Greater Yellowstone Coalition Non-Governmental Organization 1,222 - 

Marathon Oil Private Industry 73 - 

Bighorn Basin RMP General Letter Unaffiliated Individuals 12 - 

Unknown Letter Unaffiliated Individuals - 55 

Wild Horses Letter Unaffiliated Individuals 20 - 

Ward Letter Unaffiliated Individuals 8 - 

WildEarth Guardians Non-Governmental Organization - 2,005 

Total  45,454 2,067 

 

4.0 ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS 
The BLM received 46,009 comment documents during the Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment period.  As 
noted above, of the 46,009 letters received, 45,454 were form letters (which represented eight master 
form letter documents) and 571 were not form letters.  The BLM analyzed a total of 579 comment 
documents, which included the 8 master form letter documents and 571 other comment documents. 

The BLM received 2,145 comment documents during the Supplement comment period.  Of the 2,145 
letters received, 2,067 were form letters (which represented three master form letter documents) and 
76 were not form letters.  For the Supplement, the BLM analyzed a total of 78 comment documents, 
including the 3 master form letters documents and 76 other comment documents. 

The 579 Draft RMP and Draft EIS public comment documents and 78 Supplement public comment 
documents contained substantive and non-substantive comments.  Representative non-substantive 
comments included requests to be added to the project mailing list, requests for a copy of the Draft 
RMP and Draft EIS, personal preference or opinion, comments and questions that were not supported, 
and comments which are outside the scope of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS or Supplement.  Non-
substantive comments received during the two comment periods are further described in Section 4.1.3. 

In accordance with the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1), comments received on the Bighorn Basin 
RMP and EIS were analyzed and responded to if they: “are substantive and relate to inadequacies or 
inaccuracies in the analysis or methodologies used; identify new impacts or recommend reasonable new 
alternatives or mitigation measures; or involve substantive disagreements on interpretations of 
significance.”  (See 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502.19, 1503.3, 1503.4, 1506.6, and 516 DM 
4.17).  BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) identifies the following comment category examples and 
appropriate responses. 
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Substantive Comments: 

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the environmental 
impact statement.  Factual corrections should be made in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in 
response to comments that identify inaccuracies or discrepancies in factual information, data, or 
analysis. 

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis as presented.  
Comments that express a professional disagreement with the conclusions of the analysis or 
assert that the analysis is inadequate may or may not lead to changes in the EIS.  Interpretations 
of analyses should be based on professional expertise.  Where there is disagreement within a 
professional discipline, a careful review of the various interpretations are warranted.  In some 
cases, public comments may necessitate an evaluation of analytical conclusions.  If, after 
reevaluation, the manager responsible for preparing the EIS does not think that a change is 
warranted, the response should provide the rationale for that conclusion. 

• Comments that identify new impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures.  If public 
comments on a RMP and EIS identify impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures that were 
not addressed in the draft, the manager responsible for preparing the RMP and EIS should 
determine if they warrant further consideration.  If they do, that official must determine 
whether the new impacts, new alternatives, or new mitigation measures should be analyzed in 
either: the Proposed RMP and Final EIS; a supplement to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS; or a 
completely revised and recirculated Draft RMP and Draft EIS. 

• Disagreements with Significance Determinations.  Comments may directly or indirectly 
question determinations regarding the significance or severity of impacts.  A reevaluation of 
these determinations may be warranted and may lead to changes in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS.  If, after reevaluation, the manager responsible for preparing the EIS does not think 
that a change is warranted, the response should provide the rationale for that conclusion. 

Non- Substantive Comments 

• Expressions of Personal Preferences.  Comments that express personal preferences or opinions 
on the proposal do not require further agency action.  They are summarized whenever possible 
and brought to the attention of the manager responsible for preparing the RMP and EIS.  
Personal preferences and opinions generally will not affect the analysis. 

• Other.  In addition to the five categories from the NEPA Handbook described above, the BLM 
added a sixth category named “other” which includes requests for copies of the RMP and EIS, 
requests to be added to the project mailing list, requests for comment extensions, and 
comments that are outside the scope of the RMP and EIS.  These comments are considered non-
substantive and do not require further agency action. 
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4.1. Comment Submittals by Issue Category 
Within the 579 received Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment documents, excluding multiple copies of 
form letters, the BLM identified 1,224 individual substantive comments covering a broad range of issue 
categories.  The greatest number of substantive comments were associated with minerals (132), wildlife 
(126), livestock grazing (107), and NEPA-related comments (105).  Attachment A includes an index for 
users to identify their comment documents and Attachment B includes all individual substantive 
comments and an index for users to identify the corresponding BLM summary comments and responses.  
Table A-8 and Figure A-5 identify the number of comments submitted by issue category for the Draft 
RMP and Draft EIS. 

Table A-8. Number of Comments per Issue Category – Draft RMP and Draft EIS 

Issue Category Number of Comments Per Issue Category 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 25 

Air Quality 54 

Climate Change 8 

Cultural 25 

Cumulative Impacts 4 

Extension Request 12 

Fire and Fuels 12 

Fish 17 

Historic Trails 4 

Invasive Species 11 

Lands and Realty 21 

Livestock Grazing 107 

Master Leasing Plans 15 

Mineral Potential and Reasonably Foreseeable Development 15 

Minerals 132 

NEPA 105 

Paleontological 3 

Process and Procedure 9 

Readability and Format 6 

Recreation 48 

Renewable Energy 5 

Rights-of-Way 36 

Sage-Grouse 59 

Socioeconomic 42 

Soil 10 

Special Status Species 52 
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Table A-8. Number of Comments per Issue Category – Draft RMP and Draft EIS (Continued) 

Issue Category Number of Comments Per Issue Category 

Travel and Transportation 35 

Vegetation 50 

Visual Resource Management 25 

Water 42 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 3 

Wild Horses 30 

Wilderness Characteristics 64 

Wilderness Study Areas 12 

Wildlife 126 

Total 387 

Note:  Duplicative comments in form letters were only counted once. 
 

The BLM identified 920 individual substantive comments within the 78 comment documents received on 
the Supplement, excluding multiple copies of form letters.  The greatest number of substantive 
comments were related to greater sage-grouse (323), Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas (121), livestock 
grazing management (60), and Socioeconomics (59).  Attachments C and D include indexes for users to 
identify their comment documents on the Supplement.  Individual substantive comments on the 
Supplement are presented in Attachment D with an index for users to identify the corresponding BLM 
summary comments and responses.  Table A-9 and Figure A-6 identify the number of comments 
submitted by issue category for the Supplement. 
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Table A-9. Number of Comments per Issue Category – Supplement 

Issue Category Number of Comments Per Issue Category 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 30 

Air Resources 8 

Consultation 4 

Cultural 2 

Cumulative Impacts 4 

Fire and Fuels 30 

Greater Sage-Grouse 323 

Invasive Species  3 

Lands and Realty 7 

Laws, Regulations, Guidance, Process 47 

Livestock Grazing Management 60 

Minerals – General 13 

Locatable Minerals 18 

Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas 121 

Paleontological 1 

Planning Issues 20 

Recreation 2 

Renewable Energy 6 

Rights-of-Way and Corridors 45 

Riparian-Wetland 6 

Socioeconomic 59 

Special Status Species 19 

Trails and Travel Management 20 

Vegetation 11 

Visual Resource Management 2 

Water 4 

Wild Horses 8 

Wilderness Characteristics 13 

Wildlife 18 

Out of Scope 15 

Extension Request 1 

Total 920 

Note:  Duplicative comments in form letters were only counted once. 
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Figure A-5. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Individual Comments by Issue Category 

 
Note:  Duplicative comments in form letters were only counted once. 
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Figure A-6. Number of Supplement Individual Comments by Issue Category 

 
Note:  Duplicative comments in form letters were only counted once. 
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4.2. Substantive Comment Summary and Response 
To provide a user-friendly method of understanding the broad themes and topics of concern expressed 
in the substantive comments, the BLM grouped individual comments with similar topics and concerns 
and developed 61 summary comments and responses for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and 51 summary 
comments and responses for the Supplement.  The summary comments and responses are presented 
below, and are generally organized alphabetically by BLM resource program or other appropriate issue 
categories (e.g., purpose and need) as described in Tables A-1 and 2.  The summary comment numbers 
below can be used to track the summary comment and response to the individual comments presented 
in Attachments B and D on the project website:  
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html.  Comments on the Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS are identified with 2000 series numbers and comments on the Supplement are identified 
with 3000 series numbers. 

4.2.1. Draft RMP and Draft EIS 
The summary comment numbers below can be used to track the summary comment and response to 
the individual comments in Attachment B. 

Air Quality 

Summary Comment #2009: Commenters expressed concern about the inclusion and/or omission 
of air quality monitoring stations utilized to represent baseline air 
quality conditions in the Planning Area.  Specifically, commenters 
argued that the use of the monitoring station located in Yellowstone 
National Park and other locations outside the Planning Area are 
inadequate because conditions at those monitoring stations are not 
similar to conditions in the Planning Area. 

 Commenters indicated that the impact analysis did not adequately 
justify why data from selected monitoring stations were included and 
data from other monitoring stations were not included.  Commenters 
requested additional information including maps depicting monitoring 
station locations, the criteria used to select monitoring stations, 
justification of the ability of monitoring sites to adequately 
characterize air quality in the Planning Area, and consideration of 
additional air quality monitors (including the Worland monitor). 

 Commenters also questioned the authority of the BLM to regulate air 
quality in the region and the State of Wyoming overall.  Commenters 
requested additional text clarifying the scope of BLM’s authority in 
regulating air quality. 

Summary Response: The BLM considered including data from additional monitoring 
stations that may provide more localized data.  If the BLM determined 
data from additional monitoring stations was more appropriate for 
the analysis, the data were incorporated into the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS.  Following the consideration of including data from 
additional monitoring stations, the BLM identified why monitoring 
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stations were added or excluded from the analysis in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

 As stated in the Draft EIS and clarified in the Final EIS, the State of 
Wyoming has primacy with regard to air quality.  The law requires the 
BLM to adhere to Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
(WDEQ) air quality standards.  As the RMP is a planning level 
document, it is not possible to anticipate specific projects and specific 
air quality mitigation needs at this time.  Accordingly, the BLM will 
consider mitigation for specific projects as needed.  Special 
requirements to alleviate air quality impacts would be included on a 
case-by-case basis in future use authorizations (including lease 
stipulations for new leases) within the scope of the BLM's authority.  
The BLM has worked closely with the WDEQ and Environmental 
Protection Agency throughout the development of this RMP, and will 
continue that close working relationship in the development of 
specific projects in the future. 

Summary Comment #2009_1: Commenters expressed concern about various instances of 
inadequate, inaccurate or insufficient information/data throughout 
the air quality impact analysis.  For instance, commenters indicated 
that National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) levels were not 
included or accurately listed for criteria pollutants including, but not 
limited to, ozone and carbon dioxide.  Additionally, commenters 
noted that standard metrics were not utilized to determine visibility 
conditions within the Planning Area.  Commenters questioned the use 
of qualitative data rather than quantitative data in assessing potential 
air quality impacts.  Commenters also indicated that the analysis 
failed to clearly address or present whether or not “levels of concern” 
have been reached for specific criteria pollutants including oxides of 
nitrogen and sulfur.  Commenters questioned why a thorough 
cumulative impact assessment of air quality was not included for the 
Planning Area. 

Summary Response: The BLM utilized the best available data for the air quality analysis.  In 
response to comments, the BLM reviewed the air quality analysis and 
revised any observed discrepancies and/or inaccuracies and added 
additional information including standard metrics used to determine 
visibility conditions, a list of criteria pollutants with concentrations 
that have reached a “level of concern,” and other information, as 
appropriate.  The BLM included a specific air quality cumulative 
impact analysis. 

 Additionally, the BLM provided an updated emissions inventory and 
included an air resources appendix within the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS. 

Summary Comment #2009_2: Commenters requested additional reference to applicable air quality 
laws and policies and that management demonstrate compliance with 
WDEQ regulations and other applicable regulations.  Commenters 
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expressed concern about the valuation of sources that would 
potentially contribute to air emissions/impacts.  For example, 
commenters indicated that the BLM concluded, without warrant, that 
construction activities associated with oil and gas development would 
produce more fugitive dust than development associated with other 
construction activities such as renewable energy development.  
Additionally, commenters indicated that distant/regional sources 
would contribute a higher concentration of air emissions than local 
sources. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the air quality related text in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS including updating references to applicable air quality laws, 
regulations, and rules, and other revisions as appropriate.  In addition, 
the BLM updated the emission inventory spreadsheets in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  Emission spreadsheets were updated 
with the latest emission factors for motor vehicles, off-road engine 
types, and other activities corresponding to the base year (2005), and 
the out years, 2015 and 2024. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Summary Comment #2001: Commenters questioned if the existing and newly proposed Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) meet the relevance and 
importance criteria as stated in 43 CFR 1610.7-2(a).  Commenters also 
questioned whether these areas require special management to (1) 
protect the area and prevent irreparable damage to resources or 
natural systems, and (2) protect life and promote safety in areas 
where natural hazards exist.  Commenters questioned how the BLM 
applied the relevance and importance criteria and requested 
additional documentation to support the findings.  In some cases, 
commenters cited specific research supporting their position that the 
areas did not need special management.  In addition, commenters 
requested more detailed information and citations in the text. 

Summary Response: The ACEC Evaluation Report (June 2010) documents the evaluation 
process for existing and newly proposed ACECs.  The report outlines 
how each proposed ACEC meets or does not meet the relevance and 
importance criteria.  The report is available on the project website at: 
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html. 

 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS includes additional citations to the 
ACEC report and other sources as appropriate to support the 
determinations. 

Climate Change 

Summary Comment #2003: Commenters recommended management to consider and address 
climate change impacts on ecosystems, wildlife, and other resources.  
Commenters identified several technical edits including requests for 
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clarification of language, quantification of air emissions data, and 
mitigation measures for greenhouse gas emissions.  In addition, to be 
compliant with Secretarial Order 3289 commenters requested that 
BLM include information specific to climate change planning actions in 
the Planning Area. 

Summary Response: The Proposed RMP and Final EIS incorporates revisions to the climate 
change sections of Chapters 3 and 4 based on commenter input.  The 
BLM provided additional information throughout the text, made 
technical edits, and provided updated emission inventory information, 
as appropriate. 

 The BLM reviewed the document to ensure consistency with existing 
federal laws and guidance related to analyzing climate change in NEPA 
documents.  Regarding the development and implementation of 
management that is responsive to potential climate change impacts 
on species and ecosystems, the BLM determined that the timing, 
impacts, and other variables associated with climate change are too 
uncertain to base long-term management decisions for the planning 
timeframe (20 years).  The BLM will address management issues and 
planning for climate change impacts through re-evaluation to 
determine validity of RMP decisions and associated analysis in light of 
new climate change information and details about subsequent 
proposed actions in the Planning Area and continued compliance with 
federal guidance on climate change. 

Cultural Resources 

Summary Comment #2004: Commenters expressed concern about surface-disturbing activity 
prohibitions for cultural resources.  Specifically, commenters indicated 
that the 3- and 5-mile buffers for cultural sites would prevent 
development throughout a significant portion of the Planning Area.  
Additionally, commenters indicated that the management actions 
associated with alternatives B and D could potentially interfere with 
existing leasing rights.  In some cases, commenters questioned why 
certain cultural resources were not specifically discussed in the 
analysis.  Commenters also recommended clarifying terminology used 
in the management actions and impact analysis for cultural resources. 

Summary Response: The BLM is required to comply with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  As part of this compliance, cultural 
resource surveys are conducted prior to development on BLM surface 
to identify and provide field verified data regarding presence of 
cultural resources and heritage resources.  It is often through these 
site specific surveys that cultural resources are identified and 
inventoried; the BLM acknowledges that it does not have a complete 
inventory of all cultural resources in the Planning Area, making an 
accurate calculation of acreages where a given management action 
would apply impossible.  Therefore, for analysis purposes, an 
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assumption is made that the restriction would apply, although 
through site-specific analysis it may be determined that the restriction 
is not necessary. 

 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS presents an adequate range of 
alternatives for analysis purposes.  Alternatives B and D are more 
restrictive than alternatives A and C.  In relation to restrictions on 
surface-disturbing activities, the range of alternatives and analysis 
included current management (which only applies case-by-case 
restrictions on development) and other management actions (such as 
Alternative B, which includes restrictions out to 5 miles for certain 
cultural sites) to protect the elements that contribute to the sites 
eligibility under 36 CFR 60.4 (a), (b), or (c).  The intent and extent of 
the application of these management actions is clarified in the 
Proposed RM P and Final EIS. 

 The National Trails System Act establishes that the purpose of a 
National Historic Trail is the identification and protection of the 
historic route and the historic remnants and artifacts for public use 
and enjoyment.  The BLM manages, to the greatest extent possible, 
National Trails to safeguard the nature and purposes of the trail and 
in a manner that protects the values for which the trail was 
designated.  BLM establishes a National Trail Management Corridor to 
achieve this purpose.  The BLM requires the National Trail 
Management Corridor to be of sufficient width to constitute a 
manageable administrative unit that is identifiable on the ground and 
includes a public land area of sufficient width within which to 
encompass National Trail resources, qualities, values, and associated 
settings and the primary use or uses that are present or to be 
restored.  The National Trail resources, qualities, values are the 
significant scenic, historic, cultural, recreation, natural (including 
biological, geological, and scientific), and other landscape areas 
through which such trails may pass as identified in the National Trails 
System Act. 

 The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS as 
needed to address commenter concerns regarding terminology. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Summary Comment #2005: Commenters indicated that the overall cumulative effects analysis 
failed to adequately address potential impacts to various resources 
including, but not limited to, wildlife, vegetation, livestock grazing, 
and water quality.  Additionally, commenters raised concerns about 
projects and emerging technologies that were not considered in the 
Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD), specifically, projects that 
involve horizontal and directional drilling technologies.  Commenters 
also indicated that the analysis of range improvements and other 
management actions did not address cumulative impacts to various 

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-33 



Appendix A – Comment Analysis 
Analysis of Comments 

resources including, but not limited to, wildlife, vegetation, and water 
quality or consistency with existing livestock grazing permits.  
Commenters also noted that the RMP and EIS should further discuss 
the capacity of resources to absorb cumulative effects. 

Summary Response: After additional review, the BLM determined the current cumulative 
impacts analysis is appropriate to compare impacts among the 
alternatives and adequately informs the decision-making process.  
The cumulative impacts analysis focuses on issues identified during 
scoping and other stakeholder coordination efforts.  Chapter 3 of the 
RMP and EIS describes existing conditions resulting from past actions, 
including the current state of the environment resulting from 
cumulative past actions. 

 The RFD assumes technology improvement rates (Final RFD page 3) 
based on available information.  Projects and technologies considered 
in the cumulative analysis are those that are proposed or highly 
probable, based on known opportunities or trends at the time of 
analysis, rather than projects or technologies that are potential or 
contemplated. 

Fire and Fuels 

Summary Comment #2008: Commenters indicated that the overall analysis of fire and fuels 
requires explanations that are more descriptive, quantifications, and 
scientific reference.  Specifically, commenters questioned or raised 
concerns pertaining to: (1) the amount of and specific cover types that 
would be affected by prescribed fires/fuel treatments; (2) why no 
background information or quantification are included for existing 
fuel conditions; and (3) how the alternatives are analyzed and 
compared.  In addition, commenters requested a more detailed 
analysis of cheatgrass in an effort to determine if prescribed fires of 
cheatgrass should be permitted if prescribed fires of cheatgrass would 
result in adverse impacts to sage-grouse habitats.  Moreover, 
commenters expressed concerns with the analysis and classification of 
natural fire regimes and questioned the feasibility of restoring natural 
fire regimes to the entire landscape. 

Summary Response: The BLM updated the fire and fuels section to include details 
regarding the expansion of cheatgrass by burns, indicators for making 
a reasoned choice among the alternatives, and various technical edits, 
as appropriate.  The BLM also provided additional references as 
needed to support statements within the fire and fuels section.  The 
BLM considered requests for text edits on an individual basis and 
addressed as necessary in the final document. 

 The BLM provides detailed information regarding fire regimes, 
condition classes, and background information for the Planning Area 
along with detailed maps at a course scale within the Fire 
Management Plan (FMP).  On page 68 of the FMP, there is a condition 
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class map, which shows acres burned by vegetation type; additionally 
the FMP provides maps showing chemical, mechanical, and other 
treatment by vegetation type.  The FMP and supporting maps are 
available at:  
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Fire/planning.html 

Fish 

Summary Comment #2002: Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to fish and 
their habitats.  These edits included requests to use alternative 
language, corrections to technical statements and/or terms, 
definitions of terms, and clarification of language.  In addition, 
commenters requested that BLM include a variety of references in the 
text as well as in the alternatives.  Commenters asked that BLM 
incorporate recently released and updated information to the extent 
possible.  Commenters also noted instances where proposed BLM 
management could be incompatible with current Wyoming law. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Fish and Wildlife - Fish sections of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS based on commenter input.  The BLM revised 
terminology definitions, technical edits, additional references, and 
changes to the management actions.  The BLM updated all references 
that cite material or guidance to reflect the most current information. 

 The BLM reviewed the Draft RMP and Draft EIS to ensure the 
proposed management actions complied with all applicable laws and 
guidance; the BLM disagrees that the management of fish and 
fisheries proposed in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS violate applicable 
laws and guidance. 

Historic Trails 

Summary Comment #2010: Commenters indicated general concern regarding the proposed 
designation and protection offered to historic trails in the Planning 
Area, identified potential trails for BLM to apply protection, and 
indicated total surface acreage for historic trails is not provided within 
the alternatives tables.  Specific concerns raised by commenters 
included the prohibition of surface-disturbing activities within 2 to 5 
miles of a historic trail and improper designation of trail segments as 
being eligible for protections offered to historic trails. 

Summary Response: BLM completed a Class I Regional Overview, in compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, prior to the 
Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  The intent of the Class I Regional Overview 
was to provide an accurate representation of historic trails and allow 
designation and protection of historic trail segments in the Planning 
Area. 

 Only the trail segments with current integrity of setting would have 
their setting managed; as noted throughout the RMP, the BLM has no 
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authority to manage activities on private or state lands, and 
management of setting for historic trails would not apply to these 
lands. 

 At this time, the BLM does not have sufficient information to 
determine the acreage of BLM-administered land where setting is 
important to the trail’s eligibility to be placed on the NRHP and where 
the trail retains integrity. 

 The BLM provided additional information and clarification regarding 
historic trails where appropriate in the Historic Trails sections of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Invasive Species 

Summary Comment #2012: Commenters indicated that the overall analysis of invasive species 
required increased information on management actions, additional 
quantification, and more field verified data.  Specifically, commenters 
questioned or raised concerns pertaining to a lack of emphasis and 
direction regarding invasive weed management, inadequate 
Geographic Information System (GIS) reporting of invasive species 
acreages and locations in the Planning Area, and lack of quantitative 
information for measuring impacts and comparing alternatives.  
Commenters requested an updated and expanded field verified 
inventory of all invasive species in the Planning Area along with 
representative GIS mapping, acreages, and indicators to be used when 
comparing alternatives. 

Summary Response: The BLM acknowledges that complete inventories of invasive species 
are not currently available and that such inventories cannot be 
completed for this RMP revision project given budget and time 
constraints.  The BLM also recognizes that there are more acres 
infested with cheatgrass and noxious weeds in the Planning Area than 
the numbers cited in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  However, the BLM 
is not required to complete full inventories of all resources before 
conducting land use planning.  Further discussion regarding BLM’s 
treatment of invasive species and limitations on occurrence and 
spread of such species is available in Section 3.4.4 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

 The BLM reviewed GIS and other data presented in the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS and made corrections or added clarification as appropriate.  
Specifically, the BLM clarified in Chapter 3 that the discrepancy 
between the 2004 and 2007 inventory data for invasive annual 
bromes resulted from the use of two different data sources.  Further, 
an area may be infested with annual bromes, but annual bromes may 
not be the dominant vegetation cover.  The difference, when land 
status is considered, is approximately 6,000 acres.  The BLM cited 
these two data sources in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 
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 For invasive species, acres of surface disturbance are used as an 
impact indicator; however, the BLM recognizes that the proportion of 
areas subject to surface disturbance that become infested with weeds 
is variable and will depend on a number of factors that are not known 
at the RMP level. 

Lands and Realty 

Summary Comment #2013: Commenters questioned how the total percent of land closures for 
leasing were determined and also inquired about the references and 
methodology used by the BLM when identifying land classifications, 
withdrawals, lands for disposal, and segregations among the 
alternatives.  In addition, commenters requested clear requirements 
for re-analyzing the appropriateness of leasing expired or expiring 
leases. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the lands and realty sections based on commenter 
input and incorporated additional information and clarification 
regarding methodologies for identifying land tenure adjustments, land 
use classifications, and indirect impacts.  The BLM also reviewed 
management actions and land use allocations associated with mineral 
leasing and updated the Minerals and Lands and Realty sections, as 
appropriate. 

 Land tenure adjustments criteria are further explained in Appendix M 
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Summary Comment #2013_1: Several commenters indicated that the overall analysis of lands and 
realty requires more descriptive explanations/definitions, clarification 
on BLM’s analysis methods, and additional scientific reference.  
Specifically, commenters questioned or raised concerns pertaining to:  
(1) lack of discussion on how valid existing lease rights will relate or be 
impacted by land use decisions in the RMP and EIS; (2) BLM’s 
methodology for determining the least restrictive stipulations for 
achieving resource objectives; (3) explanation of how geophysical 
explorations that do not require road construction can receive a 
Categorical exclusion (CX); and (4) detailed descriptions of special 
designations which qualify as acquisition areas. 

 Additionally, commenters noted missing information or editorial 
items in the Lands and Realty section and maps including missing GIS 
acreages within the Alternative A attribute table; inaccuracies in 
reported acreages for current oil and gas leasing; and reference 
citations pertinent to the lands and realty planning process which 
should be included. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Lands and Realty section based on commenter 
input and provided additional reference information where available 
and appropriate.  Within the Proposed RMP and Final EIS the BLM 
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provided additional information, clarification, definitions, and 
indicators and methods used to analyze impacts, as appropriate. 

 CXs are not always the best approach in land use planning, and do not 
apply to all road construction activities in the Planning Area.  All 
projects receive NEPA review appropriate to the project proposal; all 
determinations as to the applicability of a CX are made on a 
case-by-case basis. 

 The BLM calculated the number of acres in the text from the areas 
depicted on representative GIS maps.  In some cases, polygons on the 
maps may look larger than they should because RMP decisions do not 
apply to private or state-owned lands that may fall within the areas.  
The BLM believes all terms and descriptions are consistent throughout 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  Without specific examples where 
such inconsistencies exist, the BLM is unable to provide further 
response. 

Livestock Grazing 

Summary Comment #2074: Commenters expressed concern regarding the lack of disclosure of 
direct impacts to livestock grazing.  Specifically, commenters 
requested a more detailed description for each alternative of the 
direct impacts that would result from management actions that 
change Animal Unit Month (AUM) allocations in the Planning Area. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed and analyzed alternatives in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS using the best available information in compliance with 
federal laws, guidelines, and policies.  The BLM included references 
that support decisions with regard to Livestock Grazing Management 
and made text edits on an individual basis as necessary. 

 The analysis in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS only considers losses 
of AUMs that occur as a result of closures or long-term surface 
disturbance.  The Proposed RMP and Final EIS does not set utilization 
levels for livestock grazing, as those levels are established in site-
specific Allotment Management Plan (AMPs).  As stated in Appendix 
W, “utilization levels will be considered during the allotment 
monitoring, assessment, and evaluation process, as well as during 
activity plan development and the NEPA and permit/lease renewal 
process.”  Because an RMP is a high level planning document that 
does not include site-specific actions, it is not possible to predict if 
and where adjustments to utilization levels will be needed or their 
effects on permittees or AUMs. 

Summary Comment #2076: Commenters recommended additional text on the process for 
modifying AUMs and AMPs and balancing livestock grazing and other 
resources. 

 Specific suggestions included that the BLM work directly with the 
permittees on monitoring and management development, and that 
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comprehensive monitoring studies and conflict resolution and 
mediation processes precede any AMP modification or elimination of 
grazing allotments. 

 Other comments requested language clarifications or additional 
analytic assumptions to characterize the influence of livestock grazing 
on other resources in a more positive light. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed all sections pertinent to livestock grazing 
management and determined that the impact analysis conclusions in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS are appropriate.  It is reasonable to 
consider and analyze changes in AUM or other grazing management 
in areas where current livestock grazing has the potential to result in 
adverse effects on wildlife, special status species, or other resources; 
it is not a foregone conclusion that where livestock grazing has 
historically occurred there is no potential for conflicts with other 
resources and uses. 

 The BLM clarified language in Chapter 3 to state that changes to 
grazing management are implemented when rangelands are not 
meeting standards due to current livestock grazing. 

Summary Comment #2011: Commenters requested that the BLM incorporate additional text to 
better address livestock grazing management, particularly related to 
the BLM’s proposed management of potential conflicts between 
livestock grazing and other resources and uses.  Specifically, 
commenters requested more discussion on the impacts of livestock 
grazing on special status species (e.g., grizzly bears and greater sage-
grouse) and wildlife; changes to vegetation as a result of livestock 
grazing; policies and specific management actions or changes to 
current management to guide livestock grazing activities in identified 
greater sage-grouse seasonal habitats; and reserve common 
allotments. 

 Commenters requested additional information on current livestock 
grazing AUMs by allotment and clarification of certain terms and 
concepts (particularly if livestock grazing was considered a surface-
disturbing activity and the meaning of the phrase in consideration of 
other resource values). 

Summary Response: One method to deal with actual or perceived conflicts between 
livestock grazing and other land use allocations is to eliminate the 
conflict by removing livestock grazing.  Alternative B uses this 
approach.  Alternatives A, C, and D prescribe varying methods of 
addressing competing land use allocations.  The BLM analyzed a 
reasonable range of alternatives by including one alternative that 
reduces conflicts through removing livestock grazing, and three that 
prescribe other methods. 

 No areas were proposed for closure to livestock grazing due to grizzly 
bears; the impacts to grizzly bears from livestock grazing are discussed 
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in Chapter 4 and the Draft Biological Assessment (available on the 
project website).  The BLM believes that properly managed livestock 
grazing is compatible with maintaining quality sagebrush habitat (see 
Appendix W), and such use would be compatible with management or 
objectives to preserve or enhance this habitat type. 

 The phrase “consistent with other resource objectives” occurs 
throughout this document and is intended to reference the fact that 
the BLM is required to consider multiple uses of the public lands 
under its management.  The BLM discloses projected AUMs for each 
alternative.  Actual AUM adjustments are made through subsequent 
implementation level analysis and decisions.  Any future adjustments, 
if necessary, would be based upon site-specific AMPs.  For example, 
discussions of how managing livestock grazing to meet DPC would 
affect livestock grazing permittees is not appropriate for an RMP level 
analysis as it would require a site-specific analysis.  Because the RMP 
is a high level planning document that does not authorize these types 
of site-specific actions, it is not possible to predict if and where such 
adjustment will be needed or their effects on permittees. 

 The BLM updated the Livestock Grazing Management sections to 
include additional information on the types of activities that are 
addressed in AMPs, clarification on reserve common allotments, and 
polices used to guide livestock management activities.  The BLM 
addressed requested text edits, additional information, and 
references as deemed necessary.  In addition, the BLM reviewed and 
revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS as necessary to reflect the 
fact that the BLM does not consider livestock grazing or other 
herbivory to be a surface-disturbing activity. 

Master Leasing Plans 

Summary Comment #2014: Commenters raised concerns about the potential closure of lands 
available for leasing and the resulting impacts on future lease sales in 
the Planning Area as well as the potential for slowed production and 
exploration activities.  Additionally, commenters indicated that the 
BLM did not identify resources of concern in the three areas 
nominated for Master Leasing Plans (MLPs) reviews and requested 
the BLM to re-evaluate potential impacts associated with further land 
closures consistent with IM 2010-117.  Moreover, commenters 
requested the use of phased leasing as a way to resolve potential 
resource conflicts in the Planning Area. 

 Commenters raised concerns regarding the lack of clear management 
and detailed information regarding conflicts between existing leases 
and the protections of important resources, specifically ACECs, lands 
with wilderness characteristics, and critical wildlife habitat.  In 
addition, commenters indicated oil and gas leasing actions presented 
within the BLM Preferred Alternative are inconsistent with guidelines 
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established in the BLM IM 2010-117 Oil and Gas Leasing Reform.  
Specifically, commenters indicated under the Preferred Alternative 
BLM does not provide sufficient analysis, Best Management Practices 
(BMPs), or mitigation for biological resources in areas of oil and gas 
development as required by IM 2010-117. 

Summary Response: In response to the comments, BLM revised several sections of the 
RMP and EIS including adding information on the cumulative impacts 
of surrounding wilderness areas and National Parks on minerals 
development, additional information on the complete MLP analysis, 
and other information, as appropriate. 

 MLPs have been brought forward from Appendix Y of the Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS and are fully incorporated into the alternatives and 
analyzed in the Final EIS. 

 The BLM maintains compliance with all federal laws and guidance.  
Reevaluation of federal and BLM policy is outside the scope of this 
RMP and EIS.  The BLM reviewed the RMP and EIS document for 
consistency with state and federal laws and determined the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS is compliant with IM 2010-117 and MLPs. 

Mineral Potential and Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and Gas 

Summary Comment #2061: Commenters noted that the RFD scenario and the RMP and EIS 
underestimated mineral/oil and gas occurrence and development 
potential in several areas including the Mowry Shale and the Sub-
Absaroka Play and that undiscovered reserves could increase drilling 
and production beyond the scenarios in the RFD and the analysis in 
the RMP and EIS.  Commenters requested clarification of the role of 
the RFD in comparing impacts across alternatives in the RMP and EIS, 
noting that estimates of disturbance and other impacts are for 
analysis purposes only and exceedence of these analysis assumptions 
should not require a plan amendment.  Commenters also requested 
that the RMP and EIS clarify that the RFD scenarios are not a cap or 
limitation on future development.  Commenters noted that the RFD 
did not adequately consider several technologies that could increase 
development potential including horizontal drilling, carbon dioxide 
flooding, and other enhanced oil recovery (EOR) techniques.  
Commenters noted that the surface disturbance estimates in the RFD 
may need to be adjusted to reflect the larger well pad associated with 
horizontal drilling.  Commenters requested that the RMP and EIS 
disclose the percent for high potential occurrence in the Planning 
Area. 

 Commenters requested that BLM provide inventories and mineral 
potential information for commercially viable deposits related to rare 
earth elements and fluvial placer deposits, as well as the acreage for 
occurrence of sand and gravel. 
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Summary Response: The BLM revised text in the Proposed RMP and EIS including 
clarification of the role of the RFD in the analysis, identification of the 
percent for high potential occurrence in the Planning Area, 
clarification of the difference between occurrence and development 
potential, and other information, as appropriate. 

 The RFD provides a reasonably foreseeable development scenario for 
oil and gas resources as well as predicted fluid mineral potential 
based on staff knowledge, input from industry, and other information.  
The BLM acknowledges that the RFD is a best estimate of reasonable 
development based on available information and a current 
understanding of conditions and technologies (including horizontal 
drilling and EOR) and that actual development may vary from these 
estimates. 

 The Solid Mineral Occurrence and Development Potential Report 
provided information on mineral materials and other solid minerals.  
While sand and gravel occurrence acreages were available, acreage 
for potential occurrence for rare earth minerals, were not available 
due to a lack of data on such minerals in the Bighorn Basin. 

Minerals 

Summary Comment #2015: Commenters questioned the data and methods used by the BLM to 
conduct the analysis and calculate acreage related to minerals 
management using GIS and noted potential inconsistencies in data 
and numbers within the document and compared to other data 
sources.  Commenters raised specific questions and concerns 
pertaining to: (1) the source and accuracy of data, (2) lack of attribute 
information and metadata for certain GIS files, (3) the method used to 
generate mineral constraints, and (4) lack of documentation of 
methods used to calculate certain values.  Some commenters 
explained that, in using the BLM’s own GIS data, they were unable to 
reproduce the GIS-generated numbers presented in the Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS.  Commenters also cited specific numbers in the 
document and raised questions about their accuracy and the 
consistency of their use throughout the document. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed GIS data, methods, and mapping products 
associated with minerals and revised and updated shapefiles, tables, 
acreages, text, and maps, as appropriate. 

Summary Comment #2016: Commenters requested clarification about how the BLM would 
manage geophysical exploration in the Planning Area including lessee 
requirements and site-specific NEPA analysis.  Commenters also 
questioned how BLM management would affect a lessee’s ability to 
obtain valid geophysical data under an approved exploration lease. 

Summary Response: As described in the RMP and EIS, all activities in the Planning Area will 
be subject to the goals and objectives identified in the RMP.  All 
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individual geophysical operations will be assessed on a case-by-case 
basis consistent with the terms of the RMP and other applicable 
federal guidance. 

Summary Comment #2017: Commenters questioned the way the BLM portrayed the potential for 
coal production in the Planning Area, and, citing an outside study, 
requested the BLM modify the discussion on coal to more accurately 
reflect the potential for coal production. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the text in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS to more adequately describe the potential for coal 
production from federal mineral estate in the Planning Area. 

Summary Comment #2077: Commenters asked the BLM to identify acreage of withdrawals 
proposed in ACECs, and modify Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
Class II boundaries around the Sheep Mountain Anticline ACEC to 
include areas of bentonite potential.  A commenter asked the BLM 
not to issue new leases in areas where there are few existing leases.  
Another commenter indicated that Timing Limitation Stipulation (TLS) 
and Controlled Surface Use (CSU) stipulations are too restrictive 
where habitats of species overlap.  Regarding Alternative D, 
commenters believed that classifying certain right-of-way avoidance 
areas would hurt the bentonite industry and that an increase in the 
areas closed to oil and gas leasing would be inconsistent with goals 
and policies of county and conservation district land use plans.  One 
commenter asked that the BLM include restrictions on salable mineral 
development at sage-grouse leks. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to include 
clarification of the process by which ACECs may be withdrawn on a 
case-by-case basis, adjustment of VRM boundaries as needed, and 
other revisions, as appropriate. 

Summary Comment #2047: Commenters expressed concern that lease stipulations, constraints, 
and mitigation measures for mineral development are more 
restrictive than necessary and may not be compliant with Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005; commenters recommended that stipulations be the least 
restrictive necessary to adequately protect other resource values.  
Commenters questioned the need for additional restrictions on oil 
and gas development in the Planning Area considering the existing 
restrictions in surrounding wilderness areas and National Parks. 

 Commenters requested a more detailed description of the reasoning 
behind increasing restrictions, stipulations, and areas closed to oil and 
gas leasing in the Planning Area as well as more information regarding 
impacts to state and local economies from restrictions on minerals 
development.  Commenters requested several modifications in the 
RMP and EIS including changing VRM Class II areas from a moderate 
to a major restriction and further describing the impacts from 
managing big game crucial winter range as No Surface Occupancy 
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(NSO) Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) under Alternative 
B.  Commenters noted that closing an area to leasing is effectively a 
withdrawal and that withdrawals can only be made using specific 
procedures mandated by FLPMA. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to include a 
description of cumulative impacts on minerals development 
considering management in surrounding Wilderness and National 
Parks, clarification of the application of NSO stipulations, and other 
information, as appropriate. 

 In accordance with NEPA and other guidance, the BLM provided and 
analyzed a range of alternatives and management scenarios for 
minerals development.  Chapter 2 provides the rationale and 
restrictions on oil and gas development in the alternatives.  Regarding 
comments related to closing an area to leasing being considered as a 
withdrawal, the BLM considers closure to leasing a discretionary 
action that does not constitute a withdrawal from mineral entry 
under the mining laws. 

 The BLM also notes that stipulations are attached prior to lease sale 
and issuance.  Mitigation measures are attached as conditions of 
approval on site-specific projects.  Should stipulations be determined 
unwarranted, they are subject to exception, modification, and waiver. 

Summary Comment #2049: Commenters requested reference to BLM and other agency policies, 
guidance, and requirements for minerals development and 
subsequent reclamation.  Commenters requested that the BLM 
should update certain data to reflect current information including 
employment data for mining industry and number of Application for 
Permit to Drill approved in recent years.  Commenters also requested 
the establishment of thresholds related to locatable minerals 
development.  Commenters asked BLM to consider effects of 
management restrictions, implementing policies, and market 
conditions and cycles on mineral development.  Commenters 
requested additional analysis on resources from bentonite mining and 
damage to oil and gas wells if they are shut-in on an annual basis. 

 Commenters requested modification to minerals management in the 
alternatives related to Oil and Gas Management Areas (OGMAs) and 
Rights-of-Way (ROW) corridors in relation to mining.  Additionally, 
commenters requested clarifying language, correction of technical 
statements, and incorporation of additional information related to 
minerals in the RMP and EIS.  Commenters requested the BLM to base 
management decisions on sound science, monitoring, and field data. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the minerals and other appropriate sections in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS to include references to appropriate BLM 
Handbooks and other guidance, clarify reclamation standards and 
requirements, update the number of APDs, revise management 
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actions, clarify language regarding the shut-in of wells, and other 
information, as appropriate. 

 Regarding the development of thresholds for locatable minerals, the 
application of a threshold to locatable mineral development is 
unreasonable as the 1872 mining law, as amended, allows for mining 
activities unless withdrawn from appropriation under the mining laws. 

Summary Comment #2050: Commenters provided several recommendations related to OGMAs 
including reconsideration of the number of designated OGMAs, 
adding language that allows for modification and expansion of 
OGMAs if development extends beyond the identified OGMA areas, 
adding certain areas to OGMAs under Alternative C, and modifying 
management actions associated with OGMAs. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed the provided comments and revised Alternative D 
management and other sections in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
including adjustment of OGMA boundaries, addition of language 
allowing flexibility for expansion of OGMAs in the future if 
development extends beyond the currently identified OGMAs, and 
other revisions, as appropriate. 

Summary Comment #2051: Commenters indicated that the RMP and EIS did not adequately 
consider EOR and other technologies such as horizontal-well drilling, 
and CO2 sequestration related to EOR.  Commenters noted that such 
technologies could increase oil and gas development beyond what is 
included in the RMP and EIS.  Commenters indicated that the RFD 
scenario and Proposed RMP and Final EIS should analyze the potential 
for EOR to increase oil and gas production in the Planning Area.  
Commenters urged BLM to keep lands open to leasing and 
development to allow for advances in horizontal drilling and other 
technologies.  Commenters indicated that EOR should be analyzed to 
allow future project development under Environmental Assessments 
rather than EISs. 

Summary Response: The RFD and the RMP and EIS did include assumptions associated with 
technology improvements (see RFD page 30) including EOR.  The BLM 
added these technology improvement assumptions to Chapter 4.  The 
BLM also clarified the minerals sections of Chapters 3 and 4 with 
regard to the potential for EOR techniques to change the potential for 
oil and gas development in the Bighorn Basin, and included other 
information, as appropriate. 

Summary Comment #2052: Commenters referenced several laws, policies, guidance documents, 
and case law regarding valid existing rights.  Commenters indicated 
that the BLM does not have the authority to modify stipulations, apply 
unreasonable mitigation measures, or impose restrictions (such as 
NSO) on existing leases after a lease has been issued.  Commenters 
also opposed management in alternatives B and D that would allow 
the BLM to prohibit suspension of existing leases.  Commenters noted 
that a lease can only be modified by the mutual agreement of both 
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the lessee and the lessor and recommended revisions to reflect this in 
the RMP and EIS. 

Summary Response: The BLM updated management in the minerals sections in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS including clarification that stipulations on 
existing leases can only be added with the consent of the lease owner.  
The BLM included additional information on leasing adjacent to 
existing leases, clarification that the BLM may apply Conditions of 
Approval in conformance with Section 6 of the Standard Oil and Gas 
Lease Terms while recognizing valid existing rights, and other 
information as appropriate. 

NEPA 

Summary Comment #2055: Commenters indicated a preference for the development of an 
alternative that implements a multiple use approach that would 
provide for resource extraction while also providing for the 
conservation for wildlife and biological resources.  In addition, 
commenters requested an analysis of proposed management actions 
specific to wildlife resources, and, in some cases, requested the 
development of additional management actions and/or management 
areas be applied where appropriate.  Commenters requested the 
inclusion of other alternatives including a phased oil and gas 
development alternative.  Commenters also indicated that 
measurement indicators were missing making it difficult to perform 
an effects analysis of the alternatives. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the text of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS based on 
received commenter input, providing additional information, 
definitions, details in the text and management actions within 
Alternative B geared toward conservation measures, reference 
citations and clearly identified impact indicators.  Additionally, 
Alternative D was updated and contains language that implements a 
multiple-use approach which balances the needs of resource 
extraction with wildlife and biological resource conservation needs. 

 Performing an alternative analysis specific to wildlife resources is not 
feasible as this action would preclude the BLM from managing public 
lands for multiple uses and would not meet the purpose and need for 
the plan revision. 

 Phased development and phased leasing alternatives were 
considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis for the 
reasons cited in Section 2.3.  This does not preclude, however, the 
consideration of phased leasing or phased development on a site-
specific basis. 

 Note: MLPs, as outlined in the alternatives of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS may include phased leasing. 
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Summary Comment #2057: Commenters indicated that various maps contained in the Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS are inaccurate, incomplete, and, in some cases, unable 
to be reproduced.  Commenters also pointed to various 
inconsistencies associated with maps contained in the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS.  For instance, acreage inconsistencies were observed in 
shapefiles associated with Recreation Management Areas, Travel 
Management, Withdrawals, Geothermal Constraints, ROW Avoidance 
and Exclusion Areas, and Mineral Constraints.  Furthermore, 
commenters requested an update of the administrative record to 
include documentation utilized to develop GIS analysis and all 
metadata utilized to generate maps. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed GIS data, methods, and mapping products and 
revised and updated shapefiles, tables, acreages, and maps, as 
appropriate.  The administrative record provides information 
documenting the GIS analysis process. 

Summary Comment #2054: Commenters requested that the BLM incorporate additional 
information into the text of the RMP/EIS including, but not limited to 
an explanation of discrepancies between alternatives A and D in acres 
closed to oil and gas leasing within the Planning Area; providing more 
information on the effects of different levels of development on 
biological resources in the Planning Area; and providing specific 
direction for the completion of rangeland health standards 
assessments.  Comments also requested additional information for 
the analysis including more current information on jobs associated 
with Bentonite mining, local research and modeling on the 
contribution of the oil and gas industry to local economics and air 
quality modeling to estimate potential impacts of planning decisions 
on the air quality resources within the Planning Area. 

 Commenters also requested a more detailed discussion of the 
purpose, implementation and enforcement of BMPs for resources in 
the Planning Area and additional information on timeframes and 
milestones associated with management and BMPs.  Commenters 
expressed concern regarding the need for a greater use of scientific 
data to characterize historic and current conditions within the 
Planning Area as well as to substantiate the need for proposed 
changes in management. 

 Commenters requested additional information for the RFD including 
discussing potential increases in production from enhanced recovery 
techniques, requests for management to better accommodate EOR, 
and requests for other provisions related to EOR. 

 Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to the 
NEPA analysis including requests to use alternative language, correct 
technical statements and/or terms, define terms, and clarify language. 

Summary Response: The BLM has reviewed and revised the text of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS.  Based on commenter input, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
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includes revised glossary definitions, additional information, technical 
edits, clarifications, references, and other revisions, as appropriate. 

Paleontological Resources 

Summary Comment #2059: Commenters expressed concern regarding the proposed designation 
of ACECs in the Planning Area based on the protection of specific 
paleontological fossil locations.  Specifically, commenters requested 
detailed information on how restricting surface disturbance in these 
areas would help to preserve paleontological resources.  Additionally, 
commenters questioned the necessity of restricted surface 
disturbance when these areas are exposed to high volumes of natural 
wind and water erosion.  Moreover, commenters questioned why 
fossil collection is prohibited in these areas and requested the 
inclusion of scientific citations within the RMP and EIS to provide a 
better description of the affected environment. 

Summary Response: The BLM included additional references where appropriate in the 
Paleontological Resources section.  The BLM considered commenter 
submitted edits and made technical corrections in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS, as necessary. 

Process and Procedure 

Summary Comment #2060: Commenters expressed frustration regarding the BLM not fully 
attending meetings held by the LGCA and noted their beliefs that the 
BLM’s lack of participation and coordination with counties and other 
stakeholders is not consistent with FLPMA, NEPA, the terms of 
Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs), and other policies and 
guidance.  Commenters expressed concern regarding the BLM’s non-
participation in local government public meetings. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the scope, management, and content in the RMP 
and EIS through a collaborative process that involved numerous public 
meetings between the BLM cooperating agencies, counties, the 
public, and other affected parties.  The RMP and EIS was prepared 
consistent with NEPA, FLPMA, the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, 
and other applicable guidance and policy. 

Readability and Format 

Summary Comment #2006: Commenters identified several readability issues and provided 
suggested format changes regarding the layout and presentation of 
information in the RMP and EIS.  Specifically, commenters noted 
problems with viewing maps on their computer screens, indicated 
that the length of the document was excessive, and requested the use 
of pull out indexes for various large-scale tables and appendices. 
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Summary Response: The BLM evaluated all submitted requests regarding document 
readability and format on an individual basis and revised the text, 
tables, and maps, as appropriate. 

Recreation 

Summary Comment #2062:  Commenters recommended managing additional areas in the 
Planning Area as SRMAs, while other commenters recommended 
dropping SRMA management for certain areas or revising 
management actions governing those areas.  Commenters requested 
that clarifying language be added to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS to 
describe what types of recreation uses would benefit from specific 
SRMA designation, as well as more detailed information describing 
the goal of the SRMA designation. 

 Additionally, commenters requested clarification or revision of 
potential impacts to recreation from specific management actions 
under the various alternatives. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives for recreation 
and recreation management areas that were analyzed and considered 
for the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  Where appropriate, the BLM 
revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to address 
comments on potential management of recreation and to clarify 
impacts. 

Renewable Energy 

Summary Comment #2065: Commenters requested that citations be included for information 
pertaining to increases in renewable energy development and 
associated activities in the Planning Area.  In addition, commenters 
recommended that the BLM incorporate wind energy development 
guidance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) and apply these 
guidelines in the RMP and EIS text. 

Summary Response: Citations documenting increases in renewable energy development 
and associated activities are presented in the Reasonable Foreseeable 
Development for Renewable Energy Resources in the Bighorn Basin 
RMP Planning Area posted on the project website and referenced 
throughout the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  The Summary of 
Environmental Consequences table in Chapter 2 further illustrates 
impacts to and from renewable energy development in the Planning 
Area.  The BLM will continue to consider federal and state guidance 
on mitigation measures associated with wind development 
throughout the planning period. 
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Rights-of-Way and Corridors 

Summary Comment #2066: Commenters questioned the overall adequacy of the analysis in the 
ROW and corridors section and requested additional 
explanation/rationale to support the proposed ROW corridors and the 
exclusion and avoidance/mitigation areas under each alternative.  
Some commenters sought specific information about the proposed 
ROW programs under each alternative including the width of 
designated corridors, the requirements for colocation of projects, and 
the specific management prescriptions for avoidance/mitigation 
areas.  Commenters also expressed concern that the criteria and 
process for identification of ROW corridors and ROW exclusion and 
avoidance/mitigation areas were unclear and did not account for 
some existing ROW projects in the Planning Area or adequately 
estimate the demand for future ROW projects such as carbon dioxide 
sequestration.  Some commenters requested additional analysis of 
the impact of ROW management areas on ROW holders and 
applicants including the ability of an oil and gas lessee to access its 
lease, and consideration of the regulatory and economic constraints 
facing utility companies.  Commenters also requested definition of 
terms and clarification of the differences in impacts to the ROW 
program among alternatives. 

Summary Response: In response to comments, the BLM reviewed the ROW sections and 
provided additional information in the Proposed RMP and EIS, 
including clarifying resource impacts associated with ROW corridors 
and exclusion and avoidance areas, clarifying definitions, updating the 
glossary, and other appropriate revisions. 

Summary Comment #2067: Commenters expressed concern regarding discrepancies between 
information in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and the GIS data used by 
the BLM to delineate ROW avoidance and exclusion areas within the 
Planning Area.  Commenters requested that the BLM reconcile the 
discrepancies or remove the information from the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS.  Commenters recommended the addition of new 
information that takes into account the increase in ROW use by future 
development in the Planning Area such as electrical transmission lines 
and CO2 pipelines.  Commenters also requested that BLM include a 
variety of references in the text as well as in the alternatives. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed GIS data, methods, and mapping products 
associated with the ROW land use allocations and revised and 
updated shapefiles, tables, acreages, and maps, as appropriate.  In 
addition, the BLM reviewed and revised the ROW sections in relation 
to the comments and provided additional information including 
clarification of existing and new ROWs, clarification of management 
precedence where ROW corridors overlap ROW exclusion and 
avoidance/mitigation areas, added language for management actions, 
and additional reference information, as appropriate. 
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Greater Sage-Grouse 

Summary Comment #2068: Commenters indicated greater sage-grouse information in the Draft 
RMP and Draft EIS did not provide adequate details for the reader to 
draw conclusions about impacts among the different alternatives.  
Commenters raised concerns and requested information regarding: 
(1) invasive species management and livestock impacts on greater 
sage-grouse habitat; (2) missing scientific references and/or data to 
support BLM’s conclusions regarding impacts to greater sage-grouse 
under each alternative; (3) clarification regarding limiting noise levels 
around greater sage-grouse leks; and (4) disclosure of economic 
impacts resulting from land closure to livestock grazing as a protection 
measure for greater sage-grouse. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised management actions and greater sage-grouse 
related text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, including clarification 
that management of livestock grazing under Alternative A may not 
improve the quality or quantity of sage-grouse habitat, and 
clarification regarding consistency with the Wyoming Governor’s 
Executive Order (EO) “Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection” (EO 
2011-5).  In addition, BLM clarified language on impacts and included 
scientific references, as appropriate.  (See also the Supplement EIS 
summary comments and responses in Section 4.2.2) 

Summary Comment #2069: Several commenters raised concerns that management and identified 
Key Habitat Areas in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS may not be 
compliant with the State of Wyoming’s greater sage-grouse policy 
including IM WY-2010-012 and EO 2011-5.  Commenters questioned 
BLM’s decision to expand Key Habitat Areas beyond the existing 
greater sage-grouse Core Area boundaries and requested scientific 
reasoning for the decision. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised management in the alternatives, analysis, and 
applicable greater sage-grouse text to be consistent with current 
State of Wyoming policies and guidance on the management of 
greater sage-grouse and their habitat.  As discussed Appendix Q of the 
Draft RMP and Draft EIS BLM intends to maintain consistency with the 
Core Areas as identified by the State of Wyoming.  The Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS includes a reasonable range of alternatives for greater 
sage-grouse management.  (See also the Supplement EIS summary 
comments and responses in Section 4.2.2) 

Summary Comment #2071: Commenters indicated that the analysis of impacts to greater sage-
grouse in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS could be improved through the 
inclusion of more descriptive explanations, editorial changes, 
clarification of terminology, and scientific references.  Specifically, 
commenters questioned or raised concerns pertaining to: (1) impacts 
on livestock grazing, oil and gas, and other resources resulting from 
management of greater sage-grouse and their habitat; (2) suggestions 
that the BLM defer to the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 for BMPs 
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regarding greater sage-grouse and correctly reference this EO 
throughout the document; (3) inconsistencies between BLM decisions 
and guidance provided in EO 2011-5; and (4) expanded detail on the 
management challenges for greater sage-grouse populations in the 
Planning Area. 

 Commenters cited specific research that could be referenced by the 
BLM to inform their decisions regarding impacts on and from other 
resources from management of greater sage-grouse.  Additionally, 
commenters requested the BLM fully define terminology, add 
scientific references, and disclose detailed information pertinent to 
the planning and management of greater sage-grouse. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised management actions, Chapters 3 and 4, and other 
greater sage-grouse related text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to 
ensure consistency with EO 2011-5, included additional citations of 
scientific studies and research to support text, added references (to 
maps and other sections) where necessary, and made other revisions 
supplying clarifying language, as appropriate.  (See also the 
Supplement EIS summary comments and responses in Section 4.2.2) 

 Regarding requests for additional details about sage-grouse nest 
cover and potential impacts, the BLM notes that greater sage-grouse 
nest cover amounts change from year to year, and it would be 
unreasonable to provide this kind and amount of data, annually, given 
the many variables, besides livestock grazing that affect it.  It is 
reasonable to provide a livestock grazing utilization limit or level that 
allows for adequate greater sage-grouse nest cover, which is 
summarized in Appendix W.  The BLM added a reference to this 
appendix in the livestock grazing section. 

Socioeconomic Resources 

Summary Comment #2046: Commenters indicated that the analysis does not adequately address 
potential impacts to local communities and focuses too much on 
impacts at a regional or statewide level.  For instance, commenters 
expressed concern about the use of the Impact Analysis for Planning 
Model (IMPLAN) because this model does not address how 
implementation of the alternatives would affect specific local 
communities.  Additionally, commenters indicated that the analysis 
does not include historical or qualitative information associated with 
local communities, which prevents the analysis from accurately 
estimating the socioeconomic impacts to local communities. 

 Commenters indicated that the analysis fails to quantify and, thereby, 
consider the importance of the oil and gas industry to the economic 
wellbeing of local communities throughout the Planning Area.  
Commenters expressed concern that an Economic Strategies 
Workshop was never conducted, which, as a result, renders the 
analysis inadequate because it does not include the input of the public 
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as it pertains to desired social and economic conditions.  Additionally, 
commenters indicated that the analysis undervalues the potential 
output of oil and gas development with respect to job creation and 
other economic factors. 

Summary Response: The level of impact analysis for individual communities in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides as accurate and geographically 
specific an assessment as available data allow.  Additionally, as 
described in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS appendices, the IMPLAN 
model uses economic sector information from the four counties (not 
the entire state of Wyoming) to calculate potential indirect and 
induced impacts.  The Final EIS for the Proposed RMP is at the 
programmatic level, and subsequent site-specific NEPA analysis and 
other actions such as APDs will have separate environmental 
clearance processes that consider impacts on socioeconomics. 

 In response to comments, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS includes 
historical information on local communities in the affected 
environment (Chapter 3).  The affected environment section for 
economic conditions provides detailed information about the 
contribution of the mining and oil and gas industries to employment, 
wages, and tax revenues for local as well as state and federal 
governments. 

 The description of the affected environment and impacts analysis for 
socioeconomics utilized the best and most appropriate data and 
methods.  The BLM held an Economic Strategies Workshop for the 
RMP and EIS in 2008 and used results of the workshop, in 
combination with input obtained during scoping and cooperator and 
agency review of draft document versions, to inform and refine the 
affected environment and impacts analysis for socioeconomics. 

Summary Comment #2046_1: Commenters indicated that the analysis did not consider several 
potential socioeconomic impacts including those that would result 
from management of special designations, management actions such 
as seasonal restrictions, as well as potential oil and gas development 
in Mowry Shale Formation of the Bighorn Basin.  Commenters 
indicated that the implementation of seasonal restrictions could 
potentially result in “boom and bust” scenarios.  Commenters 
requested that the RMP and EIS include an analysis of impacts to 
affected communities that would result from a potential boom and 
bust scenario. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed the socioeconomic analysis in response to the 
comments and revised text including clarifying potential impacts of an 
aging population, consideration of differences in local ad valorem 
production tax credits between BLM provided information in the RMP 
and EIS and Ecosystem Research Group information, and other 
information, as appropriate.  The alternatives included restrictions 
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resulting from special designations that were considered in the 
economic analysis. 

 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS contains discussion on the seasonal 
boom and bust cycle by comparison with Alternative C, which would 
provide exceptions to discretionary seasonal restrictions in OGMAs 
and ROW corridors. 

 It is not possible to design specific mitigation at the RMP level, 
because the RMP will not directly authorize any on-the-ground 
activities.  The appropriateness of onsite and offsite mitigation, and 
the methods to be used, must be tied to a proposal where specific 
impacts can be predicted.  The range of alternatives analyzed in detail 
provides for development of such mitigation during the analysis of a 
specific proposal (see management actions 8001, 8004, and 8005). 

Summary Comment #2046_2: Commenters noted that none of the alternatives considered, but 
eliminated dealt with socioeconomics.  Additionally, commenters 
raised concerns that the Key Terms and Concepts by Resources section 
only discusses socioeconomics in the context of mitigation.  
Commenters requested the inclusion of socioeconomic factors in the 
discussion of key concepts including, but not limited to, Livestock 
Grazing, Mineral Leasing, and Well Withdrawals.  Commenters also 
provided data and recommendations for considering recreation and 
tourism data in the analysis. 

Summary Response: As noted by commenters, the BLM considered several alternatives 
that had corresponding connections to socioeconomic resources and 
scenarios and did not carry them forward as described in Section 2.3 
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  In addition, the socioeconomic 
impact analysis considers the economic and social impacts of 
alternatives in their entirety, including all relevant effects from 
management actions in other sectors (e.g., livestock, geothermal, oil 
and gas, etc.).  The BLM reviewed the provided data on recreation and 
tourism in the region and revised the socioeconomic analysis and 
sections, as appropriate. 

Soil 

Summary Comment #2045: Commenters expressed concern regarding the WEPP model used to 
predict soil erosion rates for the Planning Area.  Commenters 
requested that a more detailed description of the WEPP model 
parameters be given in the text of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS along 
with language explaining why those parameters were chosen.  
Commenters recommended that impacts to soils from certain 
resources and activities be re-assessed while considering the scientific 
literature and examples provided.  Commenters also recommended 
identifying priority areas in the Planning Area for soil erosion 
management in the text. 
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Summary Response: With respect to issues pertaining to soil loss, Chapter 3, section 3.1.3 
identifies the threshold for soil loss in the Planning Area.  Currently, 
there is no data available regarding the number of acres in the 
Planning Area where soil loss thresholds have been exceeded.  The 
BLM acknowledges the need for additional soils data in the Planning 
Area and Management Action 1015 requires future soil survey efforts 
include erosion rates and soil stability parameters. 

 Appendix V of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides details 
regarding the WEPP parameters; additionally, the BLM added 
additional references as needed to support statements within the 
Soils section of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Special Status Species 

Summary Comment #2036: Commenters indicated the level of information within the special 
status species alternatives analysis did not supply adequate details for 
the reader to draw conclusions about impacts among the different 
alternatives.  Specifically commenters raised concerns and requested 
information about: (a) detailed protections offered to species from 
future developments; (b) the size and use of protective buffers; and 
(c) why the BLM did not include quantifiable data (acres) for 
comparison of impacts between alternatives. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed and analyzed alternatives within the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS using the best available information in compliance 
with federal laws, guidelines, and policies.  As necessary, the BLM 
included additional references and analysis that support decisions 
concerning special status species management. 

 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides an estimate of potential 
surface disturbance, sufficient for making a reasoned choice among 
the alternatives, and employs the assumption that such disturbance 
would affect vegetation communities proportionally to their current 
extent.  However, the exact location of projects and their effects on 
various habitat types will not be known until projects are proposed. 

Summary Comment #2041: Commenters recommended several changes to the discussion and 
analysis for the mountain plover.  These edits included requests to use 
alternative language, correct technical statements, and clarify 
management actions for mountain plover protection.  In particular, 
commenters requested the BLM reevaluate its analysis and 
alternatives to reflect mountain plover preferred habitat conditions.  
Commenters also requested the BLM update the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS to incorporate the recently released determination from the 
USFWS removing the mountain plover from consideration of 
protections under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to reflect the USFWS 
ESA determination for the mountain plover.  However, despite its 
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change in status with the USFWS, the mountain plover is a BLM 
Wyoming special status species and, as such, requires additional 
consideration and conservation measures. 

 The BLM acknowledges that mountain plover prefer sparsely 
vegetated sites; within the Bighorn Basin, the birds inhabit areas with 
very little vegetation that, consequently, receive little pressure from 
grazing animals.  The Bighorn Basin has an abundance of naturally 
sparse habitats for mountain plover nesting and the BLM and USFWS 
do not see the need for, and have not proposed to, create more 
through application of heavy grazing or other management.  Where 
appropriate, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to 
clarify the focus of habitat management for this species. 

Summary Comment #2042: Commenters raised concerns about the overall adequacy of the 
special status species analysis and indicated several areas that could 
benefit from more detailed explanations.  Specifically, commenters 
requested additional information be included within the analysis and 
raised questions regarding: (a) detailed information on BLM 
management direction and monitoring actions pertaining to special 
status species protection and habitat; (b) the accuracy of facts and 
data presented by the BLM; (c) requests for detailed explanations of 
BLM’s stated methods and assumptions for special status species; and 
(d) greater protections and safety measures for listed species. 

Summary Response: The BLM incorporated, in coordination with the USFWS and the 
WGFD, commenter requests for specific revisions and clarifications, 
technical edits, changes to management actions, and updates to data 
and mapping as appropriate. 

 The USFWS and WGFD are the lead authorities responsible for the 
protection, management, and monitoring of all flora and fauna 
species within the Planning Area.  Both the USFWS and WGFD 
provided guidance to the BLM, which is reflected in the special status 
species sections and management actions in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS.  In addition, the BLM coordinated with the USFWS and the 
WGFD in the collection of GIS data and the mapping of special status 
species. 

Travel and Transportation Management 

Summary Comment #2034: Commenters indicated that travel management and travel restrictions 
would have a negative effect on energy development, grazing, and 
recreation uses.  Commenters requested expansion of the analysis to 
fully describe the BLM’s reasoning behind travel management 
designations, including references to other resource uses that would 
be affected by these designations.  Commenters also recommended 
designating certain areas in the Planning Area as Off-Highway Vehicle 
(OHV) Riding Parks or All-Terrain Vehicle “Open” areas.  Additionally, 
commenters requested that management actions include restrictions 
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that are more stringent in an effort to protect resources including, but 
not limited to, wildlife and cultural resources.  In addition, 
commenters highlighted various instances of missing and/or 
inadequate information. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed and revised the RMP and EIS in response to 
comments including additional references to applicable travel 
management plans, revision and addition of definitions to the 
glossary, edits to management actions, and other revisions, as 
appropriate. 

 The BLM will address site-specific road closures during subsequent 
travel management planning.  The goal of travel management in the 
RMP is to identify broad travel management designations (i.e., areas 
closed, open, or limited for travel). 

 The BLM must provide a reasonable range of alternatives, and given 
the resource values associated within suggested open OHV areas, the 
range of alternatives is in the EIS is deemed reasonable and 
appropriate for consideration. 

 43 CFR 8342.1, Designation Criteria, includes a basis for considering 
open OHV areas, and other travel management designations and 
directs the BLM as follows: “(a) Areas and trails shall be located to 
minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, air, or other 
resources of the public lands, and (b) Areas and trails shall be located 
to minimize harassment of wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife 
habitats.  Special attention will be given to protect endangered or 
threatened species and their habitat.” 

 Public sentiment and BLM transportation and planning guidance does 
not support unlimited off-road, cross-country motorized travel.  
Generally, unlimited motorized cross-country travel may be 
warranted in areas where it does not affect other valuable resources, 
where conflicts with other recreational activities are insignificant, and 
where a substantial demand for this type of motorized recreational 
activity has been demonstrated. 

Summary Comment #2034_1: Commenters noted several inconsistencies between travel 
management acreages in GIS data and those reported in the RMP and 
EIS.  Commenters also identified blank records and other data issues 
in the GIS data for travel management. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed the travel management data and information in 
the GIS files and the RMP and revised acreages, shapefiles, attributes, 
and maps, as appropriate. 

Vegetation 

Summary Comment #2033: Commenters expressed concern regarding the overall analysis of 
vegetation in the RMP and EIS.  Commenters indicated that the 
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vegetation information was not adequate and could be improved by 
using LANDFIRE data instead of GAP vegetation data; replacing 
incomplete inventories of existing conditions with more complete 
versions; comparing in greater detail historic and current vegetation 
conditions; reconciling discrepancies in acreages in the RMP and EIS 
and between the RMP and EIS and BLM-provided GIS data; and having 
a more in-depth discussion of the role of fire accompanied by tabular 
and spatial data.  Commenters also recommended that the RMP and 
EIS provide a more detailed description of why certain events or 
activities are categorized as having an adverse or beneficial impact to 
vegetation. 

 Commenters expressed concern that the RMP and EIS does not 
provide significant changes in management for invasive species in the 
Planning Area and requested that the further assessment of invasive 
species management be initiated.  Commenters requested that 
changes in AMPs be accompanied by a comprehensive monitoring 
study of the Planning Area based on livestock grazing as well as a 
comprehensive noxious weed inventory of the Planning Area.  
Additionally, commenters identified a number of technical edits 
related to vegetation including requests to use alternative language, 
correct technical statements and/or terms, define terms, and clarify 
language.  Commenters requested that BLM include a variety of 
references in the text as well as in the alternatives. 

Summary Response: The BLM reviewed the provided vegetation comments and revised the 
RMP and EIS including adjustment and clarification of management 
actions, updates for ESA-listed and sensitive species, and other 
information, as appropriate. 

 The BLM will consider using LANDFIRE data in the future as part of 
keeping the Analysis of the Management Situation current.  Neither 
the BLM nor any participating cooperators made a proposal to 
implement a comprehensive monitoring study of the vegetation 
resources, noxious weeds, or sensitive plant species within the 
Planning Area during the alternative development process.  
Therefore, under the Proposed RMP, the BLM will continue to manage 
the vegetation resources at the allotment and watershed level with an 
emphasis on large contiguous blocks of native plant communities. 

 The Wyoming North Zone FMP (May 2004) contains a more in depth 
discussion of the role of fire in each of the Planning Area’s five Fire 
Management Units. 

Visual Resources 

Summary Comment #2032: Commenters indicated that the proposed VRM restrictions would 
significantly reduce oil and gas development potential in the Planning 
Area.  Some commenters stated that the BLM did not have the 
authority to impose VRM restrictions on state or private lands, as well 
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as on areas that have existing leases or permits for oil and gas 
development.  In addition, commenters indicated that the 
determinations of visual inventory classes are unclear and not 
defined, specifically pertaining to sensitivity levels.  Furthermore, 
commenters questioned the reasoning behind expanding several VRM 
classes from Alternative A to Alternative D.  Commenters indicated 
that there are several editorial issues associated with the analysis. 

Summary Response: The BLM maintains an inventory of all resources on public lands, 
which includes maintaining an inventory of visual resources.  As part 
of this RMP revision project, the WFO and CYFO conducted new 
inventories or updated their existing visual resource inventories.  
These updated inventories identified changes in sensitivity levels and 
scenic quality, which changed the Visual Resource Inventory (VRI) 
classes.  Some areas moved from VRI Class II and III to IV, and other 
areas from VRI Class III and IV to II.  The BLM reviewed the 
manageability of these VRI classes, resulting in the VRM classes 
analyzed in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS alternatives.  The full 
visual resource inventories are available for public viewing at the 
CYFO and the WFO, and information on how the BLM conducts 
inventories is available in Manual 8410-1, Visual Resource Inventory 
(BLM 1986c). 

 The Proposed RMP only directs management of public lands and 
resources administered by the BLM within the Cody and Worland field 
offices.  VRM management classes, therefore, do not apply to any 
state or private lands.  The BLM added this information to the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

 In the case of split estate lands, the application of VRM management 
class objectives apply to the development of the mineral estate as 
they would to federal mineral estate on federal surface lands, 
provided the stipulations do not adversely affect the surface owner's 
land use or actions.  Exceptions to surface development restrictions 
could be granted if requested or agreed to by the surface owner. 

Water 

Summary Comment #2031: Commenters requested that the BLM include additional protective 
management for water resources.  Specific requests included NSO 
restrictions for areas proximate to drinking water sources, such as 
aquifers, and the identification of BMPs and monitoring programs to 
protect and evaluate water quality.  Commenters requested 
justification or clarification concerning several management actions. 

 Commenters also questioned the BLM’s authority to regulate surface 
water quality, which they noted was under the jurisdiction of WDEQ. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS where 
appropriate to provide additional information and references, and to 
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clarify the intent of management actions.  BLM clarified the intent to 
require water management plans for new authorizations resulting in 
produced water.  Additionally BLM made changes to Management 
Action 1029, requiring the development of a groundwater monitoring 
program in accordance with state requirements. 

 Appendix L includes a list of standard BMPs for groundwater 
protection.  The inclusion of circumstances under which BMPs would 
be applied is beyond the scope of this RMP, however, general criteria 
for application of BMP’s to projects is provided in the final document. 

 While the BLM acknowledges that WDEQ is the authority for water 
regulation in the State of Wyoming, it is the BLM’s responsibility to 
consult with WDEQ regarding water-related issues during permitting 
processes that occur on public lands and to follow-up if issues 
associated with permitted discharges are discovered. 

Summary Comment #2031_1: Commenters indicated that the water section was missing information 
demonstrating compliance with Wyoming water laws as well as the 
characterization of specific water resource types such as groundwater 
and Class I waters.  Additionally, commenters indicated that the 
analysis failed to use the most recent data pertaining to the 
characterization and classification of specific water resource types.  
Commenters indicated that the analysis did not provide data or 
baseline conditions for water resources indicators that would allow 
for an evaluation of potential impacts including chemical 
characteristics, physical characteristics, and biological characteristics.  
Commenters also questioned the determination that no violations of 
water quality standards would occur under any of the alternatives.  
Finally, commenters expressed concern that the analysis did not 
consider the beneficial uses of water produced by development 
activities including, but not limited to livestock grazing and the 
creation of riparian zones and wetlands. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS based on 
commenter input to provide definitions, technical corrections, 
additional text, and clarifications as needed.  Specifically, the BLM 
included additional discussion on the beneficial and adverse effects of 
produced water discharges.  The BLM revised the document where 
appropriate to include commenter suggested data and reference 
updates, and conducted additional reviews to ensure consistency with 
current federal laws and guidance. 

 BLM RMP’s are planning level documents that cannot analyze many 
site-specific impacts that will affect water quality.  While the BLM 
acknowledges that waters can be described based on their chemical, 
physical, and biological characteristics, the BLM did not intend these 
to be the impact indicators used in Chapter 4 of the RMP and EIS and, 
therefore, did not include baseline information on these 
characteristics in Chapter 3.  Specific water quality indicators 

Appendix A-60 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS 



 Appendix A – Comment Analysis 
 Analysis of Comments 

suggested by commenters would likely be addressed during 
permitting for site-specific actions. 

 The BLM recognizes that many stream segments do not meet state 
water quality standards (refer to Chapter 3, Table 3-6).  To this end, 
the BLM revised Chapter 2 and 4 of the final document to state that 
no additional impacts to surface water quality are anticipated other 
than the potential for those waters currently impaired to continue to 
exceed standards for fecal coliform and E. coli.  In addition, the BLM 
revised Chapter 4 to include an expanded discussion of Management 
Action 1040, which would have a positive impact on water quality due 
to cooperation with adjacent landowners and implementation of 
BMPs. 

Summary Comment #2031_2: Commenters expressed concern related to the assumptions and 
modeling used in the water quality analysis.  Commenter questioned 
the assumption that Coalbed Natural Gas (CBNG) produced water 
would be of the same quality and quantity as produced water from oil 
and gas development.  Additionally, commenters indicated that the 
WEPP model utilized in the analysis was inadequate due to 
underestimations of natural and manmade erosion and runoff rates.  
Commenters stated that the model did not appear to have been 
calibrated to represent conditions specific to the Bighorn Basin. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to 
provide additional text, reference, and clarifications as appropriate.  
Specifically, the BLM included information on the role of the Wyoming 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System in increasing beneficial 
impacts and reducing adverse impacts, the quality of produced water 
from CBNG versus conventional oil and gas development, and an 
expanded discussion on the assumption and limitations of the WEPP 
model. 

 The WEPP model is a high level-planning tool; the results presented in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS are not intended to show an accurate 
projection of total natural and manmade runoff in the Planning Area, 
but instead to provide a way to evaluate the effects of the alternatives 
in relation to one another.  This type of comparative analysis is 
appropriate at the RMP level; impacts on runoff will vary based on 
project type, mitigation and BMPs applied, and other site-specific 
factors that will be identified at the project level. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Summary Comment #2018: Commenters expressed concern regarding the selection of a Preferred 
Alternative that does not protect and enhance potential Wild and 
Scenic River (WSRs) resources in the Planning Area.  Commenters 
recommended that the BLM give additional information in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding the basis for the listing of 
waterways within the Planning Area with special consideration for 
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consistency of WSR designation between the BLM and agencies with 
which the BLM shares a boundary. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed and analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives 
for the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  WSR guidance directs the BLM to 
analyze suitability for each eligible waterway segment before making 
a decision on whether or not to recommend an eligible waterway 
segment to Congress for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River 
System.  The BLM used the RMP revision as the suitability analysis, 
which included scoping, public meetings, and intimate planning with 
the local cooperators and public comments to the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS.  Appendix F addresses the determination of suitability.  In 
addition, the WFO and CYFO WSR reports are available on the project 
website. 

Wild Horses 

Summary Comment #2030: Commenters presented recommendations on the potential 
management of wild horses in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS that would 
both expand and reduce wild horse herds and ranges.  Commenters 
requested the BLM include an option for increasing the appropriate 
management level for wild horse Herd Management Areas (HMAs).  
Commenters also requested an option for decreasing the appropriate 
management level and the AUMs allotted for wild horses or managing 
wild horses to the lowest allowable appropriate management level.  
Additionally, commenters suggested the BLM expand HMA 
boundaries or manage all HMAs and HAs for wild horses, while other 
commenters suggested the BLM remove wild horses from certain 
HMAs.  Other comments either requested the consideration of 
additional specific protections for wild horses or questioned the need 
for specific management actions considered in the Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS. 

 Commenters requested that the Proposed RMP and Final EIS include 
provisions for rangeland health assessments for the HMAs.  
Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to wild 
horses, including requests for BLM to use revised language, correct 
technical statements, define terms, and clarify language.  
Commenters also requested that BLM include a variety of references 
in the text as well as in the alternatives. 

Summary Response: The Proposed RMP and Final EIS analyzes a full range of alternatives.  
This range included alternatives that prioritize forage allocation for 
wild horses, as well as alternatives that prioritize other resources and 
uses.  Some issues (e.g., stocking level for the HMAs and setting 
appropriate management level) are not RMP level decisions, and 
would be addressed as applicable in subsequent NEPA or permit 
renewal processes, or HMA plans. 
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 Section 3.4.10 Wild Horses of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS 
incorporates by reference previous analysis that determined that 
managing wild horses in Herd Areas resulted in management issues or 
conflicts that were most appropriately resolved by the removal of wild 
horses or the management of horses in smaller HMAs within the 
original Herd Area boundaries.  The BLM reviewed these analyses and 
determined them to be valid, with the exception of a portion of the 
McCullough Peaks area.  In the case of McCullough Peaks, the BLM 
considered alternatives that would expand the HMA boundary to 
address issues and conflicts. 

 The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS based on 
commenter input to provide additional information, definitions, 
details, technical edits and citations as deemed necessary. 

Wilderness Study Areas 

Summary Comment #2019: Commenters recommended that the acreage for Wilderness Study 
Areas (WSAs) in the Planning Area be increased to protect, through 
adaptive management, wilderness characteristics and WSAs.  
Additionally, commenters expressed concern that citizen proposed 
WSAs were not included in the proposed alternatives.  Commenters 
requested a description of the reasoning behind recommending WSAs 
near ongoing operations that may preclude the area from WSA 
designation. 

Summary Response: The BLM’s authority to recommend areas as WSAs under FLPMA 
section 603 (43 U.S.C. § 1782) has expired and only Congress can 
make determinations regarding the status of WSAs pending before it.  
Comments requesting consideration of WSAs have been addressed 
through identification and analysis of lands with wilderness 
characteristics. 

 The BLM conducted a wilderness characteristics inventory of lands in 
the Planning Area to identify areas with wilderness characteristics.  
The BLM disclosed the results of that inventory and developed and 
analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives for managing areas with 
wilderness characteristics.  The inventory forms are available for 
public review at the WFO and the CYFO and on their respective 
websites. 

Wildlife 

Summary Comment #2020: Commenters raised several questions and concerns regarding wildlife 
management in the alternatives.  Specifically, commenters raised 
concerns and provided information for BLM’s consideration including: 
(a) recommended constraints on federal mineral estate in Wildlife 
Management Areas; (b) requests for clarification of management 
including leasing restrictions in the Absaroka Front; (c) preferences to 
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allow reasonable access to existing oil and gas well locations even in 
sensitive wildlife habitat; (d) concerns some alternatives are not in 
compliance with BLM’s wildlife policy; (e) recommendations for BMPs; 
(f) recommendations regarding applying seasonal wildlife protections 
on a case-by-case basis; (g) flexibility in management to effectively 
manage wildlife through hunting; (h) additional information on 
wildlife management challenges associated with predation; (i) and 
requests for revision of wildlife information in the Affected 
Environment. 

Summary Response: The BLM updated wildlife management in the alternatives and other 
wildlife-related text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, including 
revisions to the referenced management actions, clarification of 
terminology, clear identification of areas open and closed to leasing 
under each alternative, addition of references and citations to support 
stated information, incorporation of submitted commenter input, and 
other revisions, as appropriate. 

Summary Comment #2022: Commenters provided several edits for GIS and mapping, as well as 
other revisions to support the wildlife impacts analysis.  Commenters 
questioned or raised concerns pertaining to: (1) the need for 
additional maps and revision to big game wildlife species maps; (2) 
inconsistencies between the BLM and WGFD big game crucial winter 
range acreages and mapping; (3) factual corrections on area 
classification; and (4) missing acreage and/or details within the 
analysis, including summer range acres unavailable for and/or closed 
to oil and gas development. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in response to 
comments, as appropriate.  The BLM coordinated with WGFD during 
the preparation of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and the WGFD 
concurred with the big game crucial winter range maps as depicted in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Summary Comment #2025: Commenters raised concerns about completeness of data presented 
in the wildlife analysis and indicated several areas that could benefit 
from additional explanations.  Specifically, commenters requested 
additional information be included in the analysis and raised 
questions regarding: (1) the impacts/effects resulting from wildlife 
and livestock grazing management, mineral development, and other 
resource uses; (2) the BLM’s quantification of baseline data; and (3) 
requests for detailed explanation of BLM’s methods and assumptions 
for wildlife resources. 

 Additionally, commenters indicated the Draft RMP and Draft EIS had 
several deficiencies, specifically in relation to: (a) a clearly stated 
monitoring and evaluation protocol for the RMP goals and objectives; 
(b) inconsistencies between objectives for wildlife and special status 
species; and (c) clear direction regarding public and land manager 
involvement with the monitoring and evaluation protocol. 
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Summary Response: The BLM incorporated commenter requests for specific revisions and 
clarifications, technical edits, and updates to data as appropriate.  
Appendix D of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS outlines opportunities 
for public involvement. 

 Big game and wildlife population numbers and management are 
ultimately a WGFD issue.  When wildlife population numbers and 
effects on other resources become an issue, the BLM has several ways 
to resolve the issue.  Examples include habitat enhancement projects 
to disperse elk use, increased hunter access, and increased harvest 
negotiated with the WGFD.  Additionally, the BLM proposed to help 
the WGFD manage wildlife populations towards stated objectives by 
managing identified important habitats (e.g., aspen, willow, mixed 
conifer and spruce fir communities). 

Wilderness Characteristics 

Summary Comment #2027: Commenters expressed concern that based on the guidelines set forth 
in BLM Manual 6301 the BLM did not properly conduct the lands with 
wilderness characteristics inventory for the Planning Area.  
Commenters requested that the BLM include a more detailed 
discussion, with references to guidance material, of the reasoning 
behind the inclusion of each land with wilderness characteristics 
identified in the inventory.  Commenters noted that many proposed 
lands with wilderness characteristics contained numerous roads and 
other man-made structures that were not discussed in the text or 
disclosed on the maps of the RMP and EIS.  In addition, commenters 
recommended the BLM clarify the definition of roads as used in the 
lands with wilderness characteristics inventory. 

 Commenters also expressed concern regarding the recent changes in 
the Department of the Interior's administration of lands with 
wilderness characteristics and recommended removal of all lands with 
wilderness characteristics references from the text of the Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS. 

 Some commenters requested that BLM institute specific management 
prescriptions for lands identified as having wilderness characteristics 
for protection of those characteristics.  Commenters expressed 
concern that the Draft RMP and Draft EIS did not fully address how 
the proposal of lands with wilderness characteristics would impact 
resource uses such as ranching and mineral development. 

 Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to 
wilderness characteristics including requests to use alternative 
language, correcting technical statements and/or terms, defining 
terms, and clarifying language.  Commenters also requested the BLM 
include a variety of references in the text as well as in the alternatives. 
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Summary Response: FLPMA, Section 201, requires the BLM to maintain its inventory of 
wilderness characteristics, which includes augmenting inventory 
efforts by analyzing additional and new information submitted by the 
public.  BLM’s inventory obligation is a continuous one and is not 
merely an activity that BLM completes during the land use planning 
process.  The intent of an RMP is to set forth the management of 
areas with inventoried wilderness characteristics, which includes 
analyzing potential management of areas containing wilderness 
characteristics for those characteristics. 

 The BLM is not required to manage lands outside of WSAs or 
Wilderness Areas for wilderness characteristics.  However, the BLM 
developed a reasonable range of alternatives for lands with 
wilderness characteristics that were analyzed and considered for the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  This range included alternatives 
designed to protect wilderness characteristics in these areas, as well 
as alternatives without such protections.  Where specific 
management actions for the protection of wilderness characteristics 
were considered, managed lands with wilderness characteristics 
would still allow for grandfathered uses and would be subject to valid 
existing rights. 

 Based on commenter input, the BLM revised the lands with 
wilderness characteristics sections in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
as appropriate to provide clarifying information, define terminology, 
and provide references. 

 The BLM has been updating its inventory of lands with wilderness 
characteristics consistent with FLPMA, and the discussion in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS is based on information in the updated 
inventory.  As such, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS is consistent with 
recent policy and guidance (BLM Manuals 6310 and 6320) on lands 
with wilderness characteristics.  For example, while lands with 
wilderness characteristics continue to be a resource the BLM is 
required to consider consistent with FLPMA, the BLM concurs that 
references to the term “Wild Lands” and Secretarial Order 3310 are 
no longer appropriate and have, therefore, removed them in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

4.2.2. Supplement to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS 
Similar to that described for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, the summary comments and responses are 
presented below, and generally organized by BLM resource program or other appropriate issue 
categories (e.g., greater sage-grouse) as described in Table A-2.  The summary comment numbers below 
can be used to track the summary comment and response to the individual comments presented in 
Attachment D. 
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Air Quality 

Summary Comment #3002: Commenters requested BLM provide the rationale for concluding that 
Alternative E will not exceed the NAAQS or Wyoming Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. 

 Commenters questioned why Tables 4-3 and 4-4 only included carbon 
dioxide emissions, did not include other greenhouse gases, and the 
years chosen for the carbon dioxide analysis.  Commenters suggested 
“equivalent” be removed in the titles of Tables 4-3 and 4-4 and the 
footnotes deleted.  Commenters requested BLM provide a reference 
supporting the statement that carbon dioxide from prescribed fires is 
considered to be counterbalanced by increased productivity of 
existing larger vegetation and new growth. 

Summary Response: The BLM updated the text in the Air Quality sections to provide 
additional explanation, clarification and/or references; updated the 
emissions spreadsheets and tables including adding CH4 and N2O 
emissions; and added an Air Resource Management Plan as an 
appendix to the Proposed RMP. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Summary Comment #3001: Commenters requested the BLM provide clarification on the ACEC 
designation process, why the ACECs were necessary for conservation 
of greater sage-grouse, and possible acreage discrepancies between 
ACEC boundaries overlapping federal mineral estate.  Other 
commenters requested BLM develop other habitat management 
solutions instead of designating greater sage-grouse ACECs. 

 Additionally, commenters questioned the scientific facts behind the 
proposed ACEC designations, if the ACECs met the relevance and 
importance criteria for designation, and suggested ACEC designation 
violated the BLM multiple use mandate.  Commenters offered support 
for Alternative D suggesting that the protections in place under the 
Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5 were sufficient to protect greater 
sage-grouse and its habitat, stating that alternatives E and F were not 
consistent with the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5.  Commenter 
noted that the two EOs used to inform sage-grouse management 
efforts had been replaced or are no longer in effect.  Other 
commenters called into question the level of constraints on oil and 
gas development described in the document due to ACEC designation.  
Commenters noted that ACEC designation unreasonably encumbered 
other resource uses and prioritized protection of greater sage-grouse 
over other resource uses.  Commenters also offered that due to the 
size of the area designated as ACECs, enforcement and management 
would be burdensome for BLM. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the greater sage-grouse ACECs (under 
alternatives E and F in the Supplement) to respond to the needs to 
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address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve 
greater sage-grouse in response to the potential of its being listed 
under the ESA, as well as to consider ACEC nominations submitted by 
the public in response to the 2011 NOI for preparation of EISs and 
Supplemental EISs to Incorporate Greater Sage-grouse Conservation 
Measures into Land Use Plans and Land Management Plans (76 FR 
77008, December 9, 2011).  Additionally, alternatives E and F 
thoroughly considered the conservation measures identified in the 
NTT report, as required by the BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Planning Strategy (IM 2012-044).  The values of concern for 
both proposed ACECs are sagebrush steppe vegetation communities 
that provide habitat for special status wildlife species, including areas 
designated as greater sage-grouse Key Habitat Areas and Priority 
Habitat Management Areas (PHMAs). 

 BLM’s planning process allows consideration of a range of alternatives 
that identifies and incorporates appropriate regulatory mechanisms 
to address these needs to ensure that a balanced management 
approach was recommended.  The Supplement included alternatives 
that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in various use 
programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid existing 
development rights. 

 BLM's Proposed RMP and Final EIS is consistent with the Wyoming 
Governor's EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient to 
conserve greater sage-grouse throughout Wyoming. 

 The BLM provided additional explanation about the ACEC nomination 
process, updated acreages, and updated text as needed. 

Climate Change 

Summary Comment #3003: Commenters suggested the BLM did not account for the impacts of 
livestock grazing on climate change, except for acknowledging that 
reducing AUMs would reduce methane emissions from cattle.  
Commenters requested additional analyses be conducted for the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, including impacts of livestock grazing on 
carbon sequestration and vegetation utilization. 

Summary Response: The comments regarding the impacts of livestock grazing on climate 
change, carbon sequestration, and vegetation utilization are outside 
the scope of the Supplement.  Climate change is addressed as 
appropriate in the Proposed RMP. 

Consultation 

Summary Comment #3006: Commenters recommended close coordination with all appropriate 
state and federal wildlife agencies (e.g., Western Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies [WAFWA], WGFD) to minimize and mitigate 
adverse impacts to wildlife species from BLM-authorized activities.  
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Specifically, commenters recommended working with state agencies 
to develop planning and habitat management objectives to maintain 
population objectives and ensure RMP management is flexible enough 
to respond to changes in state management needs, including 
coordinating WAFWA recommended dates for big game restrictions 
and greater sage-grouse management. 

Summary Response: The USFWS and WGFD are cooperating agencies for the RMP and 
involved in development of the Final EIS.  Current and proposed BLM 
management is designed to help support WGFD population objectives 
for big game and greater sage-grouse.  The management actions 
related to fish, wildlife, and special status species, included in this 
RMP, are expected to mitigate impacts to wildlife and are based on 
recommendations from the appropriate state and federal agencies; 
the BLM will continue to work with the USFWS and WGFD when 
implementing the RMP. 

Cultural Resources 

Summary Comment #3007: Commenters recommended the BLM not unreasonably constrain oil 
and gas development since it often leads to discovery and 
preservation of cultural resources due to Section 106 compliance. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the Supplement to ensure that a balanced 
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of 
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources on the public lands. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Summary Comment #3008: Commenters indicated that the cumulative impacts analysis did not 
adequately address the potential impacts of greater sage-grouse 
management actions on the local economy and resource uses when 
combined with existing or proposed regulations or plans of other 
state and federal agencies including the Shoshone Forest 
Management Plan, the Big Horn River Total Maximum Daily Load 
Study, and current WGFD and USFWS practices.  Commenters also 
suggested the BLM address the cumulative impacts of Greater sage-
grouse management on oil and gas development due to an increased 
length in permitting. 

 Commenters suggested cumulative impacts of greater sage-grouse 
management were understated and requested BLM analyze of the 
cumulative impacts on livestock grazing from other RMP revisions 
within Wyoming and Idaho. 

 Commenters expressed concern that the cumulative impacts analysis 
did not include information from the USGS baseline study that 
identifies overlapping direct and indirect impacts on priority greater 
sage-grouse habitat. 
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Summary Response: The BLM thoroughly explained its consideration and analysis of 
cumulative effects in the Supplement in Section 4.9, including 
assumptions regarding proposed projects and other reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.  The Supplement considered the present 
effects of past actions, to the extent that they are relevant, and 
present and reasonably foreseeable (not highly speculative) federal 
and non-federal actions, taking into account the relationship between 
the proposed alternatives and these reasonably foreseeable actions. 

 The BLM complied fully with the requirements of Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) and 
prepared a cumulative impact analysis to the extent possible based on 
the broad nature and scope of the proposed management options 
under consideration at the land use planning level. 

 Additionally, to ensure consistency across the greater sage-grouse’s 
range, BLM's National Operation Center conducted management zone 
and range-wide cumulative impact analysis, which is included in the 
Proposed RMP Chapter 7. 

Fire and Fuels 

Summary Comment #3011-1: Commenters requested the BLM provide additional explanation 
and/or information on fire and fuels management, including 
effectiveness of post-fire stabilization, post-fuels-management for 
seeded or pre-treatment native plants, management to minimize 
adverse impacts of fire, if livestock exclosures also prevent wildlife 
grazing, areas receiving less than 12 inches annual precipitation, 
impacts attributed to livestock grazing and achieving 65 percent or 
more of Historical Climax Plant Community. 

 Commenters expressed concern that management of prescribed fire 
in ACECs was overly restrictive, indicating fire was an important tool in 
treating sagebrush, improving forage, controlling invasive species, and 
preventing catastrophic wildfires.  Commenters asserted that impacts 
on greater sage-grouse from proposed fire management was not 
inadequately addressed, likely to harm greater sage-grouse in the long 
term, and indicated the analysis should be revised.  Other 
commenters questioned allowing use of fire and mechanical 
treatments in ACECs, suggesting they were harmful to greater sage-
grouse and their habitat, and indicated that prescriptions the use of 
fire should be strengthened. 

 Commenters were concerned over management that closed burned 
areas to livestock grazing for extended periods to allow vegetation to 
recover and meet greater sage-grouse habitat objectives.  Specific 
concerns raised include: (1) impacts to livestock grazing, (2) the length 
of time needed for woody and herbaceous plants to meet the greater 
sage-grouse habitat objectives, (3) closing entire allotments and/or 
pastures if they could not be fenced from unburned areas, and (4) lack 
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of justification for this management.  Commenters suggested that 
livestock grazing could assist in recovery by eliminating competitive 
plants and that proper livestock grazing management in sensitive 
areas is effective. 

 Commenters also submitted recommendations from other RMP 
amendments for incorporation in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Summary Response: The management of the greater sage-grouse ACECs under alternatives 
E and F represent approaches to managing these areas that were not 
considered in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  As specific actions come 
under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses 
that include site-specific project and implementation-level actions.  
Site-specific concerns and more detailed environmental descriptions 
will be addressed when project-level reviews are tiered to the analysis 
in this EIS (40 CFR 1502.20, 40 CFR 1508.28).  In addition, as required 
by NEPA, the public will be offered the opportunity to participate in 
the NEPA process for any site-specific actions.  The BLM would 
conduct stabilization and rehabilitation consistent with BLM policy 
and guidance and in accordance with the FMP.  There are no 
restrictions or limitations on stabilization and rehabilitation in specific 
areas under any of the alternatives. 

 Implementation of fuels management activities would be designed 
with consideration of the Required Design Features (RDFs) and BMPs 
for greater sage-grouse identified in Appendix L.  If prescribed fire is 
to be used for vegetation treatments, the burn plan will clearly 
indicate how the Conservation Objectives Team (COT) objectives will 
be addressed and met by its use, and why alternative techniques were 
not selected.  Additionally, a Risk Assessment will be completed for 
implementation of prescribed fire in relation to the greater sage-
grouse goals and objectives. 

 The BLM drafted a monitoring framework that is included in the 
Proposed RMP as Appendix Y.  The appendix describes the process 
that the BLM will use to monitor implementation and effectiveness of 
land use plan decisions.  The monitoring framework includes 
monitoring at various scales specific to greater sage-grouse habitat, 
consistent indicators to measure and metric descriptions for each of 
the scales, analysis and reporting methods, and the incorporation of 
monitoring results into adaptive management.  To accomplish 
effectiveness monitoring, the BLM will analyze the monitoring data to 
characterize the relationship among disturbance, implementation 
actions and habitat condition at the appropriate and applicable 
geographic scale or boundary. 

 During scoping, individuals and conservation groups submitted 
management direction recommendations for protection and 
conservation of greater sage-grouse and their habitat.  The BLM 
reviewed the recommendations considering resource allocation 
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opportunities and internal sub-regional BLM input to develop the 
management direction for greater sage-grouse under alternatives E 
and F.  Examples of conservation measures included in the 
alternatives would include a 3-percent cap on disturbance in priority 
habitat, RDFs, and ROW exclusion areas in priority habitat. 

Greater Sage-Grouse 

Summary Comment #3035_1: Commenters expressed concern over the management prescribed 
under the alternatives the BLM analyzed in the Supplement to meet 
their conservation goals and objectives for greater sage-grouse.  As a 
result, commenters requested the BLM consider and analyze different 
alternatives such as a “no grazing” alternative, a “50 percent 
reduction in grazing” alternative, a BLM Manual 6840 alternative, a 
“Sage-Grouse Recovery” alternative, and a “sagebrush ecosystem” 
ACEC.  Additionally, comments indicated the No Action Alternative 
analysis should quantify ongoing conservation efforts to protect 
greater sage-grouse and their habitat.  Some commenters requested 
the BLM explain why current regulatory mechanisms are or are not 
effective in the sage-grouse conservation effort. 

 Commenters questioned the BLM’s rationale for designating the Key 
Habitat Areas or PHMAs as ACECs indicating there was no justification 
or supporting data.  Other commenters stated preference for 
Alternative E because of its strong conservation of sage-grouse 
habitat as an ACEC. 

 Several commenters requested the BLM’s management actions be 
consistent with the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5 which has been 
deemed successful, citing the EO’s measures were supported by the 
USFWS and BLM’s own policies and guidance and thus should be 
adopted in the Proposed RMP.  Commenters requested the BLM omit 
the use of Key Areas to stay consistent with EO 2011-5 as well as 
change or better define specific terms.  Additionally, commenters 
asked BLM to ensure consistency with EO 2013-3. 

 Other commenters had concerns that the Wyoming Governor’s EO 
2011-5 and BLM policies and guidance (IM 2012-019 and the NTT 
Report) do not uphold BLM’s obligation to prevent degradation of 
greater sage-grouse habitat or a decline in population, supporting 
designation of Key Habitat areas over Core Areas and suggesting 
modifications. 

 Commenters requested that the BLM make management 
prescriptions consistent with the NTT Report as specified by IM 2012-
044, while others stated the BLM had not analyzed the measures in 
the NTT Report or they needed to be more protective.  Commenters 
questioned the science behind the NTT conservation measures, stated 
they were not always appropriate or did not address the immediate 
threats, was not based on Manual 6840 or the ESA, and that other 
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conservation measures should be considered and implemented.  
Additionally, commenters requested the BLM provide their analysis of 
NTT conservations measures and consider other wildlife protections 
that would also be beneficial for greater sage-grouse. 

 Some commenters asked that habitat designations be consistent with 
the NTT Report.  Other commenters called for the BLM to designate 
priority and general Habitat boundaries as well as other criteria that 
match the ESA efforts from USFWS.  Commenters also requested that 
the TLS be changed to NSO to better protect greater sage-grouse and 
their habitat, while others questioned why a TLS was necessary if 
activities were precluded by NSO depending on the alternative. 

Summary Response: The management of the greater sage-grouse priority habitat ACECs in 
alternatives E and F represent approaches to managing these areas 
that were not considered in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and was 
derived from recommendations in the NTT report as well as public 
comments.  The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives 
during the greater sage-grouse planning process in full compliance 
with the NEPA.  The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require that the 
BLM consider reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.  
While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage 
public lands and greater sage-grouse in the Planning Area, the BLM 
fully considered the management opportunities presented in the 
Analysis of the Management Situation and the planning issues and 
criteria developed during the scoping process to determine a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  As a result, two new alternatives 
were analyzed in detail in the Supplement that best addressed the 
issues and concerns identified by the affected public.  The range of 
alternatives in the Supplement and Draft EIS represented a full 
spectrum of options including a no action alternative (current 
management, Alternative A, Draft EIS). 

 Nominations for greater sage-grouse-related ACECs were submitted 
by members of the public in response to the 2011 NOI for preparation 
of EISs and Supplemental EISs to Incorporate Greater Sage-grouse 
Conservation Measures into Land Use Plans and Land Management 
Plans (76 FR 77008, December 9, 2011).  The BLM reviewed these 
nominations and found importance and relevance criteria to be met, 
warranting consideration in the Bighorn Basin RMP Revision Project.  
Although these ACEC nominations were submitted in response to the 
December 2011 NOI, ACEC nominations can be submitted by any 
individual or organization inside or outside of the BLM at any time 
during the development of a land use plan.  Alternatives E and F each 
propose the designation of a greater sage-grouse-related ACEC that 
simultaneously responds to the needs to consider ACEC nominations 
submitted by the public and to thoroughly consider the conservation 
measures identified in the NTT report, as referenced in the BLM 
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National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy (IM 2012-
044). 

 The BLM's Proposed RMP was modified to be consistent with the 
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient 
to conserve greater sage-grouse throughout Wyoming and WAFWA 
Management Zones I and II. 

 The range of alternatives is based upon analysis of public scoping 
comments as well as information provided in the NTT report, the U.S. 
Geological Survey‘s Baseline Environmental Report (BER), the COT 
report, and state management plans.  The alternatives represent 
different degrees of and approaches to balancing resources and 
resource use among competing human interests, land uses, and the 
conservation of natural and cultural resource values, while sustaining 
and enhancing ecological integrity across the landscape, including 
plant, wildlife, and fish habitat.  For example, alternatives E and F 
incorporate adjustments to the NTT report (NTT 2011) based on 
cooperating agency input to provide a balanced level of protection, 
restoration, enhancement, and use of resources and services to meet 
ongoing programs and land uses.  Anthropogenic surface disturbance 
would be managed not to exceed 3 percent in ecological sites that 
support sagebrush within Preliminary Priority Habitat (Figure 2-1, 
Ecological Sites Supporting Sagebrush in Preliminary Priority Habitat, 
in Appendix B, Figures). 

 Greater sage-grouse conservation measures in A Report on National 
Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Measures (NTT 2011) were used to 
form BLM management direction under alternatives E and F, which is 
consistent with the direction provided in BLM Washington Office IM 
2012-044. 

 The habitat delineations were created by the BLM and USFWS in 
collaboration with state fish and wildlife agencies that are responsible 
for managing and monitoring greater sage-grouse populations.  Based 
on the BER and in cooperation with the WGFD, the BLM created the 
Preliminary Priority Habitat and Preliminary General Habitat areas 
(Mainer et al. 2013).  For the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft 
RMP and Draft EIS, the BLM worked with the WGFD and presented 
the scientific information used to determine the PPH and PGH 
delineations and findings in the Supplement’s Executive Summary.  
The alternatives analyzed in the Supplement identified two areas 
considered as priority habitat areas. 

 The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP, which is 
consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5.  The stipulations 
(TLS and NSO) in management actions 4116, 4117, and 4118 have 
been revised accordingly. 

Summary Comment #3035_2: Commenters felt the baseline information used by BLM in the 
Supplement’s analysis was not supported by scientific facts to 
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conserve greater sage-grouse and suggested different sources be used 
instead.  These sources were provided because of the recent 
information they could provide for the analysis.  Commenters 
questioned the greater sage-grouse habitat thresholds established by 
BLM and at what scale they would be applied.  Commenters 
questioned if the new information used in the development of 
alternatives E and F was used in the development of alternatives A 
through D, suggesting the newer information should be incorporated 
in alternatives presented in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, which would 
improve those management alternatives. 

 Commenters also asked the BLM to acknowledge that the State of 
Wyoming has the sole authority to regulate greater sage-grouse as a 
game animal asserting BLM uses the terms habitat management or 
conservation as de facto authorization to manage the species. 

 Commenters requested a map and data be presented depicting the 
amount of land changed from sagebrush to agricultural land and that 
BLM be specific about where RDFs apply as well as provide exception 
criteria.  Some commenters questioned if the management 
recommendations in the Supplement would measure up to the 
USFWS Policy for Evaluating Conservation Efforts criteria. 

 Commenters were concerned that the NTT Report was not the “best 
available science” to inform sage-grouse management in the Bighorn 
Basin.  Commenters stated the BLM had not considered other more 
appropriate and effective sources such as those developed by USFWS 
and the USGS.  Other commenters felt differently regarding the NTT 
report indicating that the NTT conservation measures for greater 
sage-grouse and their habitat were more appropriate, supportable, 
and more conservative than EO 2011-5. 

 Commenters asked the BLM to consider greater sage-grouse 
population trends suggested by hunting harvest data for projecting 
populations.  Other commenters stated that population information 
presented in the Supplement is inaccurate, inadequate, unsupported, 
and questioned the sources used by BLM for their analysis.  
Commenters also questioned if the impacts to greater sage-grouse 
populations from oil and gas development were uniform across the 
planning area and disputed information in the Supplement that 
attributed population declines to oil and gas development. 

 Commenters were concerned that the NTT Report was not the “best 
available science” to inform greater sage-grouse management in the 
Bighorn Basin.  Commenters stated the BLM had not considered other 
more appropriate and effective sources such as those developed by 
USFWS and the USGS.  Other commenters felt differently regarding 
the NTT report indicating that the NTT conservation measures for 
greater sage-grouse and their habitat were more appropriate, 
supportable, and more conservative than EO 2011-5. 
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 Commenters requested the BLM define occupied lek throughout the 
document and the process by which leks are deemed occupied or 
unoccupied asserting leks with no activity for 3 years be considered 
unoccupied.  Commenters requested maps of winter concentration 
areas be made available as well as the acreage amount of the winter 
concentration areas. 

Summary Response: Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort, 
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy 
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support 
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level.  The data 
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning 
Area are substantially different than the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects.  The requisite level of information 
necessary to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives in an EIS 
is based on the scope and nature of the proposed decision.  The 
baseline data provided in Chapter 3 and various appendices in is 
sufficient to support, at the general land use planning-level of analysis 
and the environmental impact analysis (Chapter 4) resulting from 
management actions presented in the Supplement.  The BLM used the 
most recent and best information available that was relevant to a 
land-use planning-level analysis including the U.S. Geological Survey‘s 
BER (BER; Manier et al. 2013).  The U.S. Geological Survey‘s BER 
looked at each of the threats to greater sage-grouse identified in the 
USFWS’s “warranted but precluded” finding for the species.  For these 
threats, the report summarized the current scientific understanding, 
of various impacts to greater sage-grouse populations and habitats.  
The report also quantitatively measured the location, magnitude, and 
extent of each threat.  These data were used in the planning process 
to describe threats at other levels, such as the sub-regional boundary 
and WAFWA Management Zone scale, to facilitate comparison 
between sub-regions.  Additionally, the BLM consulted with, 
collected, and incorporated data from other agencies and sources, 
including but not limited to the USFWS and the WGFD.  As a result of 
these actions, the BLM gathered the necessary data essential to make 
a reasoned choice among the alternatives analyzed in detail in the 
Supplement and Proposed RMP.  Finally, the BLM has made a 
reasonable effort to collect and analyze all available data. 

 The WGFD manages wildlife within Wyoming, while the BLM focus is 
on managing habitat and the BLM will continue to work with the 
WGFD to meet state wildlife population objectives.  While USFWS has 
responsibility for threatened and endangered species, the BLM 
manages a significant portion of greater sage-grouse habitat.  Thus, 
although it is the USFWS’s responsibility to administer the ESA, 
management of wildlife habitat is within the BLM’s multiple-use 
mandate and is properly a resource to be managed in their planning 
decisions. 
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 The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP, which is 
consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5. 

 The BLM updated the Chapter 3 greater sage-grouse section with 
recent trend data and recent information on hunting harvest rates.  
Definitions for occupied lek and unoccupied leks were added to 
glossary (from BLM IM 2012-019). 

 The BLM will continue to follow WGFD recommendations affording 
protections to occupied leks until they are determined to be 
unoccupied.  Winter concentration areas are addressed in 
management actions 7186 and 7272 (Proposed RMP).  Additionally, 
greater sage-grouse winter concentration areas were recently 
mapped by WGFD and BLM personnel and are shown on the special 
status species wildlife maps in the Proposed RMP. 

Summary Comment #3035_3-1: Commenters suggested that the BLM focus on issues other than West 
Nile virus in regards to threats to greater sage-grouse.  Other 
commenters offered suggestions or alternative methods to improve 
BMPs/RDFs.  Commenters questioned certain BMPs/RDFs because 
they were too broad and vague, in particular noise shields and siting 
compressor stations.  Commenters cited issues pertaining to these 
BMPs/RDFs including the different types and shapes of noise shields 
and engineering concerns when siting compressor stations outside 
priority habitat as well as proximity to other resources besides greater 
sage-grouse.  Other commenters stated the measures did not address 
livestock grazing. 

 Commenters requested that BMPs be updated as more and new 
information becomes available.  Commenters expressed concern that 
the BMPs/RDFs from the NTT Report were too restrictive and the BLM 
may not have the legal authority to implement them. 

Summary Response: The BLM modified Appendix L to include language that acknowledges 
BMPs for greater sage-grouse protections is an evolving field and that 
the appendix will be supplemented as technology and understanding 
of greater sage-grouse advance.  The RDFs in Appendix L are from 
BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT.  To provide Bureau-wide consistency 
the recommendations cannot be revised.  However, during 
implementation the site-specific situation shall be considered 
including effectiveness of the design feature as well as technical and 
economic feasibility.  The BMP and RDF lists are not exhaustive, other 
methods may also be appropriate. 

 The BLM may apply Conditions of Approval in conformance with 
Section 6 of the Standard Oil and Gas Lease terms and conditions 
while recognizing valid existing rights. 

Summary Comment #3035_3-2: Commenters requested clarification on Table 4-9 in the Supplement 
regarding the acreage in key greater sage-grouse habitat areas.  
Another commenter asked for clarification on Management Action 71, 
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specifically why a TLS was need when activities were already 
precluded by the NSO stipulation. 

Summary Response: The table in question includes acres both proposed and existing 
ACECs.  The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of 
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in the Supplement.  Taking certain actions is only one of 
many potential forms of mitigation.  The BLM must include mitigation 
measures in an EIS pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM have full 
discretion in selecting which mitigation measures are most 
appropriate, including which forms of mitigation are inappropriate. 

Summary Comment #3035_4: Commenters stated the BLM should be consistent with EO 2011-5 and 
implement the 5 percent disturbance cap.  Other commenters 
supported the 3 percent disturbance cap but felt that the DDCT 
calculation is inaccurate and results in a higher surface disturbance 
number, suggesting modifications to limit disturbance or otherwise 
strengthen the prescription.  Commenters remarked that the 3 
percent disturbance cap was inconsistent with the EO 2011-5 and 
overly restrictive.  Some commenters offered supporting information 
regarding what they thought the density of development and/or 
disturbance cap should be.  Some commenters asked that all 
management prescriptions be consistent with EO 2011-5 because the 
EO recognizes existing rights and/or development.  Commenters 
asserted the BLM did not specify the types of activities included in 
disturbance calculations and others suggested burned areas be 
included in the calculation. 

Summary Response: The Supplement analyzed conservation measures for greater sage-
grouse in alternatives E and F and the consequences of the constraints 
are evaluated to inform the decision.  The BLM's Proposed RMP 
(Alternative D) in the Final EIS is consistent with EO 2011-5 with the 5 
percent disturbance cap.  Additionally, the BLM will utilize the most 
current greater sage-grouse density disturbance process or other 
state and/or federal agreed upon process for compliance evaluations. 

Summary Comment #3035_5: Commenters expressed concern that the BLM implement the 
strongest conservation measures possible to support greater sage-
grouse conservation and recovery.  Commenters felt the BLM did not 
adequately comply with the NEPA’s “hard look” requirement for 
impacts on greater sage-grouse and should provide a more robust 
impact analysis.  Commenters asked the BLM to withdraw priority 
habitat from various mining development and to further analyze the 
effects of energy development on greater sage-grouse habitat.  
Another commenter suggested BLM consider the limited surface 
disturbance from locatable mining in their impact analysis. 

 Other commenters suggested the BLM expand the discussion 
regarding greater sage-grouse population declines as a result of 
predation, weather, and other threats including hunting, fences, and 
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various impacts or relationships (beneficial or adverse) of predators 
on greater sage-grouse and their habitat. 

 Commenters either supported or expressed concerns regarding noise 
BMPs in the RMP.  Commenters objected to setting ambient noise 
level range of 20 to 24 dBA, stating it had not been proven to 
represent ambient noise levels on multiple-use lands and should be 
removed.  Commenters suggested the BLM implement noise 
prescriptions consistent with EO 2011-5, while others thought it 
should be changed consistent the BLM Lander’s Field Office measures.  
Other commenters suggested noise measures be strengthened 
including recommending BLM anticipate the need to change 
management to reduce impacts of noise on greater sage-grouse 
populations. 

Summary Response: Per the requirements of NEPA, the Supplement provided analysis of 
the effects of each alternative and provides an adequate discussion of 
the environmental consequences of the presented alternatives.  
While the BLM has used a consistent method for developing 
alternatives, the specifics of each sub-region necessitated 
modification of the range of alternatives to accommodate locality and 
population differences.  Alternatives E and F provide the "hard look".  
Additionally, the BLM's National Operation Center conducted 
management zone and range-wide cumulative effects analyses, which 
is included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  As a multiple use 
agency, the BLM must consider the protection of greater sage-grouse 
and their habitats as well as the potential for mineral recovery. 

 Chapter 3 discusses trends and threats to greater sage-grouse and the 
BLM updated the section with recent information.  Predator control 
was not included as a threat in the USFWS’s listing decision for greater 
sage-grouse.  The BLM will continue to work with agencies to address 
current predation of greater sage-grouse, and BLM-administered 
lands in the planning area will remain open to predator control under 
state laws.  Additionally, the BLM will continue to work with the 
WGFD to meet state wildlife population objectives. 

 The BLM would work with proponents to limit project-related noise 
where it would be expected to reduce functionality of habitats that 
support PHMAs and Connectivity Habitat Area populations.  Noise 
restrictions in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS are consistent with the 
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5.  As additional research and 
information emerges, specific new limitations appropriate to the type 
of projects being considered would be evaluated and appropriate 
limitations would be implemented where necessary to minimize 
potential for noise impacts on sage-grouse PHMAs population 
behavioral cycles.  As new research is completed, new specific 
limitations would be coordinated with the WGFD and partners. 
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Summary Comment #3035_6: Commenters provided specific recommendations for livestock grazing 
to protect greater sage-grouse habitat, including routing livestock 
drives to avoid greater sage-grouse leks, shifting on-off dates to 
coincide with nesting periods, determining triggers for allotment 
closures after fires, incorporating specific measures from BLMs 
National Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, and closing 
riparian areas to livestock grazing.  Commenters also requested that 
allotments in greater sage-grouse priority habitat be managed to 
meet or exceed Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands while 
others suggested that meeting the standards does not benefit the 
greater sage-grouse indicating new standards should be considered.  
Other commenters recommended BLM implement procedures and 
actions for allotments in greater sage-grouse priority and general 
habitat and provided supporting references.  Commenters also 
requested that the livestock grazing management from alternatives E 
and F be applied under the Preferred Alternative.  Commenters 
continued by suggesting that the BLM coordinate with the BLM 
Pinedale Office regarding their success in developing effective 
mitigation measures for greater sage-grouse incorporating livestock 
management practices. 

 Several commenters felt supporting retirement of grazing permits 
would be beneficial to greater sage-grouse, while others felt the 
opposite.  Other commenters asked the BLM to identify who would 
monitor effects of retiring grazing permits on greater sage-grouse. 

 Commenters also asked the BLM to acknowledge livestock grazing 
could have positive effects on sage-grouse habitat and others asked 
the BLM to provide supporting documentation for these beneficial 
effects.  Commenters asserted that the BLM did not adequately 
address impacts of livestock grazing on sage-grouse, including threats 
of West Nile virus from water developments; a lack of adequate 
mechanisms for use authorizations, allotments assessments, and 
appropriate livestock grazing levels; and habitat degradation from 
herbivory. 

Summary Response: The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the 
greater sage-grouse planning process in full compliance with the 
NEPA.  The range of alternatives in the Supplement and Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS represented a full spectrum of options to adequately 
address the impacts.  Alternative E reduced grazing and eliminated it 
from certain areas to resolve resource concerns and is within the 
range of alternatives analyzed in detail providing the "hard look".  The 
elimination of livestock grazing from all BLM-administered lands in the 
Planning Area as a method for resolving range, watershed, and 
wildlife habitat-related planning issues was considered, but 
eliminated from detailed analysis.  This alternative would not meet 
the purpose and need of the RMP revision.  The Supplement contains 
only planning actions and does not include any implementation 
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actions.  As specific actions that may affect the area come under 
consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that 
include site-specific project and implementation-level actions.  The 
site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the 
environmental analysis when more specific information is known.  In 
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the 
opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation 
actions.  The BLM considers impacts to sensitive species during site-
specific analysis of grazing renewals.  The Livestock Grazing 
Management Response #2017_1 addresses retirement of grazing 
permits. 

 The BLM methodology for determining rangeland health is based on 
the Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management.  In addition, the BLM will collaborate with 
appropriate Federal agencies, and the State of Wyoming as 
contemplated under the Governor’s EO 2013-3, to:  1) develop 
appropriate conservation objectives; 2) define a framework for 
evaluating situations where greater sage-grouse conservation 
objectives are not being achieved on federal land, to determine if a 
causal relationship exists between improper grazing (by wildlife or 
wild horses or livestock) and greater sage-grouse conservation 
objectives; and 3) identify appropriate site-based action to achieve 
greater sage-grouse conservation objectives within the framework.  
Please see Appendix C for an overview of the Bighorn Basin 
Monitoring and Evaluation protocol. 

 The BLM modified the Chapter 3 Livestock Grazing Management and 
greater sage-grouse sections, incorporating additional information on 
current BLM practices for assessing rangeland health and potential 
adverse and beneficial impacts from livestock grazing with supporting 
references, respectively. 

Summary Comment #3035_7: Commenters asked the BLM to implement mitigation measures such 
as water developments using solar power instead of windmills.  
Commenters also asked the BLM to state that all mitigation measures 
regarding greater sage-grouse would be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis when referring to existing leases.  Commenters offered new 
references or mitigation measures to better protect greater sage-
grouse and others supported implementing measures in the COT 
Report. 

 Commenters asked the BLM to provide a detailed description of the 
seed mixtures that would be preferential for use.  Commenters asked 
the BLM to provide specific mitigation and reclamation measures as 
well and asked if operators would receive credit for previous 
reclamation projects.  Commenters also requested that reclaimed 
greater sage-grouse habitat not be counted as disturbed habitat.  
Commenters were opposed to the requirement for restoration versus 
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reclamation of greater sage-grouse habitat, indicating it was not 
consistent with BLM regulations and policies. 

 Commenters requested clarification on how the BLM’s Interim Policy 
on Regional Mitigation Measures would be incorporated in the RMP 
and asked that a description of the CEQ’s mitigation hierarchy also be 
included.  Other commenters cited their own mitigation measures 
that they requested be used in the RMP.  Commenters suggested the 
BLM should implement a compensatory mitigation program, and work 
with Avian Power Line Interaction Committee to develop more robust 
mitigation measures. 

 Commenters requested that BLM establish a database for monitoring 
data and make it available to other agencies, industry, and the public.  
Commenters asked the BLM to provide more detail in regards to the 
type of monitoring and others suggested monitoring objectives were 
only applicable to larger scale projects.  Commenters also questioned 
the presentation of the data from WGFD that depicts differences in 
population between male and female greater sage-grouse and male 
greater sage-grouse alone.  Commenter asked the BLM to collaborate 
with the WGFD and private landowners to increase the level of 
information gathered.  Commenters expressed concern over not 
being able to review and comment on Appendix C, Monitoring and 
Evaluation, which does not comply with NEPA requirements and 
required preparation pf another supplemental document.  Other 
commenters requested that BLM implement adaptive management to 
address future threats to greater sage-grouse. 

Summary Response:   The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of 
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in the Supplement.  See 40 CFR 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h).  
Potential forms of mitigation include: (1) avoiding the impact 
altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (2) 
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action 
and its implementation; (3) rectifying the impact by repairing, 
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (4) reducing or 
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action; or (5) compensating for the 
impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments.  40 CFR 1508.20.  Taking certain actions, such as 
compensatory mitigation or a detailed list of preferential seed 
mixtures, are only some of many potential forms of mitigation.  The 
BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS pursuant to the 
NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting which mitigation 
measures are most appropriate, including which forms of mitigation 
are inappropriate. 

 The best available information pertinent to the decisions to be made 
was used in developing the RMP and EIS.  The BLM made considerable 
effort to acquire resource data, which included the NTT, the BER, 
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state management plans, and COT report.  Subsequent site-specific 
project-level analysis would provide the opportunity to collect and 
examine site-specific inventory data to determine appropriate 
application of planning guidance. 

 BLM’s planning regulations, specifically 43 CFR 1610.4-9 require that 
land use plans establish intervals and standards for monitoring, based 
on the sensitivity of the resource decisions.  Land use plan monitoring 
is the process of tracking the implementation of land use plan 
decisions (implementation monitoring) and collecting 
data/information necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of land use 
plan decisions (effectiveness monitoring).  Appendix C provides an 
overview of the Bighorn Basin Monitoring and Evaluation protocol.  
Establishing monitoring protocols will follow BLM program specific 
policy.  As specific actions that may affect the area come under 
consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that 
include site-specific project and implementation-level actions.  The 
site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the 
environmental analysis when more specific information is known. 

 For those impacts that cannot be sufficiently avoided or minimized 
onsite, the BLM will implement effective measures to offset (or 
compensate for) such impacts.  A mitigation strategy for BLM-
administered lands will comply with BLM’s Regional Mitigation 
Manual Section (MS) 1794. 

 BLM's Wyoming State Office worked with the State of Wyoming and 
the USFWS to develop a statewide greater sage-grouse adaptive 
management strategy, which is included in the Proposed RMP as 
Appendix Y. 

 The appendix describes the process that the BLM will use to monitor 
implementation and effectiveness of land use plan decisions.  The 
monitoring framework includes monitoring at various scales specific 
to greater sage-grouse habitat, consistent indicators to measure and 
metric descriptions for each of the scales, analysis and reporting 
methods, and the incorporation of monitoring results into adaptive 
management.  The need for fine and site-scale specific habitat 
monitoring (see Habitat Assessment Framework) will vary by area 
depending on existing conditions, habitat variability, threats, and land 
health.  To accomplish effectiveness monitoring, the BLM will analyze 
the monitoring data to characterize the relationship among 
disturbance, implementation actions and habitat condition at the 
appropriate and applicable geographic scale or boundary. 

Summary Comment #3035_8: Commenters offered various recommendations from other RMP 
amendments in Wyoming and surrounding states to aid in the 
development of the Bighorn Basin RMP. 

Summary Response: While the BLM has used a consistent method for developing 
alternatives, the specifics of each sub-region necessitated 
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modification of the range of alternatives to accommodate locality and 
population differences. 

 In response to the greater sage-grouse management objectives 
described in the 2006 WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse Comprehensive 
Conservation Strategy, many reports have been prepared for the 
development of management recommendations, strategies, and 
regulatory guidelines.  The NTT report (NTT 2011), Conservations 
Objectives Team (COT; USFWS 2013), and the Summary of Science, 
Activities, Programs and Policies that Influence the Rangewide 
Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to as the BER; 
Manier et al. 2013) are the most widely used reports that have been 
incorporated in the BLM Supplement that addresses the effects of 
implementing greater sage-grouse conservation measures on public 
lands.  Both documents helped planning teams identify issues within 
their planning area, determine the context within the management 
zone, prioritize habitats, and assist in creating a range of alternatives 
with management actions that can alleviate or mitigate threats to 
greater sage-grouse at an appropriate level.  Both the NTT report and 
the COT report tier from the WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse 
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (Stiver et al. 2006).  
Alternatives E and F are based on the NTT report per direction in IM 
2012-044. 

Summary Comment #3035_9: Commenters requested that greater sage-grouse priority habitat be 
withdrawn from future development and allow existing leases to 
lapse as they expire.  Other commenters expressed opposition to 
closing the Greater Sage-Grouse Key Habitat Area ACEC (Alternative E) 
to future leasing.  Commenters also stated that impacts to greater 
sage-grouse from oil and gas development will decrease as new 
technology for drilling and production is developed and provided 
supporting information.  Commenters also noted the extra truck trips 
required when using closed loop systems and associated road 
upgrades could cause additional impacts and suggested fence 
installation was a better alternative.  Commenters asserted that 
Alternative F’s level of constraints on oil and gas leasing was major 
and not moderate as stated in the Supplement.  Commenters 
requested the BLM clarify how requiring clustering of oil and gas 
facilities and operations outside priority habitat would work in the 
event wells are located in priority habitat areas. 

 Commenters asked the BLM to use specific language to remain 
compliant with EO-2011-5 regarding TLS.  Other commenters felt 
buffers prescribed by EO-2011-5 were too small to adequately protect 
greater sage-grouse, suggesting buffers should be increased.  Another 
commenter voiced opposition to OGMAs asserting establishing these 
areas conflicted with BLM’s greater sage-grouse conservation efforts. 

 Commenters recommended the BLM include management that would 
provide for flexibility to update management as scientific information 
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on greater sage-grouse evolves and utilize specific buffers and 
restrictions based on provided justification. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the Supplement with involvement from 
cooperating agencies, including WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, 
USFWS, and local agencies/governments to ensure a balanced 
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of 
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources on the public lands.  The BLM's Proposed 
RMP is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5, which has 
been determined sufficient to conserve greater sage-grouse 
throughout Wyoming.  The BMP and RDF lists are not exhaustive, 
other methods may also be appropriate and Appendix L will be 
supplemented as technology and understanding of greater sage-
grouse advance.  During implementation, the site-specific situation 
shall be considered including effectiveness of the design feature as 
well as technical and economic feasibility. 

 Major and moderate oil and gas constraints are defined in the 
Glossary and are consistent with BLM H-1601-1 — Land Use Planning 
Handbook.  Where criteria applied to areas as major constraints those 
were utilized for analysis.  Methods and assumptions for the impact 
analysis are presented at the beginning of each impact section in 
Chapter 4, which did consider the impacts of additional siting 
constraints, including the 3-percent density disturbance restrictions. 

 Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort, 
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy 
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support 
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level.  The data 
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin planning 
area are substantially different from the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects.  The information presented in map and 
table form is sufficient to support the broad scale analyses required 
for land use planning.  As a result of these actions, the BLM gathered 
the necessary data essential to make a reasoned choice among the 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Supplement, and provided an 
adequate analysis that led to an adequate disclosure of the potential 
environmental consequences of the alternatives (Chapter 4).  A land 
use planning-level decision is broad in scope and, therefore, does not 
require an exhaustive gathering and monitoring of baseline data.  A 
more quantified or detailed and specific analysis would be required 
only if the scope of the decision included implementation actions.  As 
specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration, 
the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-
specific project and implementation-level actions.  The site-specific 
analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the 
environmental analysis when more specific information is known.  In 
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the 
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opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation 
actions. 

 The term “administratively unavailable” has been changed to “closed” 
throughout the document, based on guidance from the BLM 
Wyoming State Office. 

Summary Comment #3035_10: Commenters recommended that greater sage-grouse Core Areas (as 
identified by Version 3 of Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5) located 
within WSAs be closed to motorized and mechanized vehicle use or at 
a minimum be limited to existing roads and trails with seasonal 
closures during breeding and nesting seasons.  Commenters identified 
five WSAs containing these areas including Alkali Creek, Bobcat Draw, 
Cedar Mountain, Honeycombs, and Medicine Lodge. 

Summary Response: The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of 
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in the Supplement.  Taking certain actions, such as closing 
PHMAs to motor vehicle use, is only one of many potential forms of 
mitigation.  The BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS 
pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting 
which mitigation measures are most appropriate, including which 
forms of mitigation are inappropriate.  The Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5. 

Invasive Species 

Summary Comment #3014: Commenters requested the BLM clarify how the BMP requiring power 
washing of vehicles and equipment would be implemented and 
questioned if it was reasonable.  In addition, commenters requested 
the BLM clarify that reclamation plans are required for all oil and gas 
development activities by Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1. 

 Commenters felt the management action restricting activities in 
greater sage-grouse habitat that facilitate spread of invasive plants 
was overly broad and could be misinterpreted to apply to any surface-
disturbing activity, including oil and gas development activities.  
Commenters suggested the language should be modified to reflect 
the BLMs multiple use requirements. 

 Commenters were concerned over restrictions on the use of 
herbicides in Key or PHMAs sage-grouse habitats due to a lack of 
capacity for the BLM to manage invasive plants, suggesting the BLM 
should implement a pilot program allowing herbicide use where 
infestations total more than 5 acres in these areas.  Another 
commenter suggested the herbicide “Plateau” could be applied 
manually in areas not being used by greater sage-grouse and heavily 
infested with cheatgrass. 

Summary Response: The BLM’s FLPMA (Section 103(c)) defines ""multiple use"" as the 
management of the public lands and their various resource values so 
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that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the 
present and future needs of the American people.  Accordingly, the 
BLM is responsible for the complicated task of striking a balance 
among the many competing uses to which public lands can be put.  
The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all uses be 
allowed on all areas of the public lands.  The purpose of the mandate 
is to require the BLM to evaluate and choose an appropriate balance 
of resource uses which involves tradeoffs between competing uses.  
The Supplement is a targeted amendment specifically addressing 
goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve greater 
sage-grouse and respond to the potential of its being listed.  The 
Supplement included alternatives that provide a greater and lesser 
degree of restrictions in various use programs, but would not 
eliminate or invalidate any valid existing development rights.  
Construction, stabilization, and reclamation plan(s) address the site-
specific soil/site issues to mitigate and the degree of detail required.  
These details are in addition to other federal regulations. 

 Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather 
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  As specific actions that may 
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and 
implementation-level actions.  The site-specific analyses will tier to 
the plan-level analysis and expand the environmental analysis when 
more specific information is known.  Additionally, as required by 
NEPA, the public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the 
NEPA process for implementation actions. 

 The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT and 
cannot be modified in order to provide Bureau-wide consistency.  
During implementation the site-specific situation shall be considered 
including effectiveness of the design feature as well as technical and 
economic feasibility. 

Lands and Realty 

Summary Comment #3016_1: Commenters were concerned that public lands would no longer be 
available for Desert Land Entry applications and stated that the BLM 
did not provide justification for this action.  Commenters suggested 
that while these entries may be underutilized, they should remain 
available to the public, and that agricultural development of these 
lands would not be detrimental to greater sage-grouse. 

Summary Response: The BLM would retain the 1,409 acres open for entry under the Desert 
Land Act in the Proposed RMP and consider Desert Land Entry 
applications for unclassified lands on a case-by-case basis consistent 
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with Desert Land Entry criteria and resource objectives.  Only 
Alternative B proposes to revoke the 1,409 acres of classified Desert 
Land Entry lands, the other alternatives do not. 

Summary Comment #3016_2: Commenters expressed opposition to acquisition of state or private 
lands for greater sage-grouse habitat management due to lack of 
adequate funding for managing and/or acquiring public lands.  
Instead, commenters suggested the BLM acknowledge valid existing 
rights and work with private landowners to develop appropriate 
programs for greater sage-grouse management. 

Summary Response: The BLM may pursue the acquisition of lands under the FLMPA.  
Please refer to Appendix M, Land Disposal and Acquisition for details 
on criteria applied by the BLM in identifying lands for acquisition.  As 
stated in the Supplement, the BLM prepared a land use plan revision 
applied to lands with greater sage-grouse habitat.  This effort 
responds to the USFWS’s March 2010 ‘warranted, but precluded’ ESA 
listing petition decision.  The Supplement focused on areas affected 
by threats to greater sage-grouse habitat identified by the USFWS in 
the March 2010 listing decision.  The purpose and need provided the 
appropriate scope to allow the BLM to analyze a reasonable number 
of alternatives to cover the full spectrum of potential impacts, which 
includes considering acquiring lands for greater sage-grouse 
management. 

Laws, Regulations, Guidance, Process 

Summary Comment #3027_1: Commenters requested clarification on why a Supplement to the 
Draft RMP and Draft EIS was required.  Commenters expressed 
concern that the Supplement was inconsistent with various laws, 
regulations, and policies including, but not limited to, FLPMA, the 
Property Clause of the United States Constitution, the General Mining 
Law of 1872, the Mining, Minerals and Policy Act, the Energy Policy 
Act, BLM Manual 6840, and the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5.  
Commenters felt that alternatives B, E, and F were far too restrictive 
on resource uses.  Commenters also asserted that the Supplement did 
not meet the requirements of the NEPA process citing incomplete and 
inadequate analysis.  In particular, commenters stated the BLM did 
not analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that could satisfy the 
USFWS requirements regarding greater sage-grouse.  Commenters 
were unclear on which alternative was the BLM’s Preferred 
Alternative, since the release of the Supplement with new alternatives 
E and F.  Commenters also asked that the BLM continue to use the CX 
as an option when evaluating projects. 

 Commenters also offered that existing BLM policy is being jettisoned 
because of IM 2012-044 and the NTT Report, and that these new 
policies are leading to new regulations that have no explanations and 
are arbitrary in nature.  Other commenters questioned the BLM’s 
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reliance on the NTT report in developing the Supplement, citing 
recent information that it was biased and scientifically flawed.  In 
addition, commenters suggested that the BLM use conservation 
measures worded as mandatory rather than discretionary. 

 Commenters called into question the BLM’s authority to prescribe 
management actions that could affect existing rights.  Commenters 
also stated that BLM is overstepping its statutory authority and did 
not comply with CEQ guidelines regarding resource management. 

Summary Response: The analysis in the Supplement, in combination with the analysis 
included in the Draft EIS, does comply with FLPMA, NEPA and other 
applicable laws.  As stated in the Supplement, the BLM is preparing a 
land use plan revision and associated EIS for lands with greater sage-
grouse habitat, in response to the USFWS’s March 2010 ‘warranted, 
but precluded’ ESA listing petition decision, and that existing 
regulatory mechanisms in BLM and the Forest Service land use plans 
was inadequate to protect the species and its habitat.  The 15 plan 
amendments and revisions will focus on areas affected by threats to 
greater sage-grouse habitat identified by the USFWS in the March 
2010 listing decision.  The two primary threats to sagebrush habitat 
are infrastructure from energy development in the eastern portion of 
the species’ range and conversion of sagebrush habitat to annual 
grasslands due to wildfires in the western portion of the species’ 
range.  To address the threats, BLM are considering a range of 
changes in management of greater sage-grouse habitats to avoid the 
continued decline of populations and habitats across BLM-
administered lands.  This purpose and need provides the appropriate 
scope to allow the BLM to analyze a reasonable number of 
alternatives to cover the full spectrum of potential impacts.  The 
management of the greater sage-grouse priority habitat ACECs in 
alternatives E and F represent approaches to managing these areas 
that were not considered in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  Valid 
existing development rights would not be eliminated or invalidated. 

 The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the 
greater sage-grouse planning process in full compliance with the 
NEPA.  The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require that the BLM 
consider reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.  
While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage 
public lands and greater sage-grouse in the planning area, the range 
of alternatives in the Supplement and Draft EIS represent a full 
spectrum of options including a no action alternative (current 
management, Alternative A in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS). 

 The BLM disclosed in the Supplement that Alternative D as presented 
in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, remained the Agency Preferred 
Alternative and that the Proposed RMP and Final EIS would contain 
content from the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and the Supplement.  The 
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BLM’s Proposed RMP is consistent with EO 2011-5, as well as 
EO 2013-3. 

 A CX would be considered for actions that meet the associated 
requirements and that extraordinary circumstances do not preclude 
the use of the CX.  If any extraordinary circumstances apply, an EA or 
EIS must be prepared. 

 Greater sage-grouse conservation measures in the NTT Report were 
used to form BLM management direction under alternatives E and F 
consistent with the direction provided in IM 2012-044 (the BLM must 
consider all applicable conservation measures developed by the NTT 
in at least one alternative in the land use planning process).  The NTT 
report used the best current scientific knowledge to guide the BLM 
planning effort through management considerations to ameliorate 
threats, focused primarily on priority greater sage-grouse habitats on 
public lands but was not the sole source of information.  In addition, 
the 2013 COT (COT; USFWS 2013) qualitatively identifies 
threats/issues that are important for individual populations across the 
range of greater sage-grouse, regardless of land ownership.  The 
Summary of Science, Activities, Programs and Policies that Influence 
the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to 
as the BER; Manier et al. 2013) then provides complimentary 
quantitative information to support and supplement the conclusions 
in the COT.  Both documents helped planning teams identify issues 
within their planning area, determine the context within the 
management zone, prioritize habitats, and assist in creating a range of 
alternatives with management actions that can alleviate or mitigate 
threats to greater sage-grouse at an appropriate level.  Both the NTT 
report and the COT report tier from the WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse 
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (Stiver et al. 2006). 

Summary Comment #3027_2: Commenters questioned if the BLM had adequately addressed local 
plans for counties in the Planning Area and if the impacts associated 
with the management objectives had been thoroughly analyzed.  
Commenters also stated that RMP does account for changing 
technology enough and thus the restrictions on development could be 
much higher.  Commenters requested that EO 2011-5, EO 2013-3, and 
all individual county Land Use Plans be published in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

Summary Response: The BLM considered local plans during alternative development and 
management actions were developed with the assistance of the 
cooperating agencies, which included the counties, WGFD, Wyoming 
Governor’s office, and the USFWS.  The Reasonable Foreseeable 
Development addresses oil and gas development potential including 
updates in technologies. 

Summary Comment #3027_3: Commenters requested that additional mitigation measures be 
considered, such as funding additional studies to better understand 
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factors affecting greater sage-grouse, industry incentives, mitigation 
banks, offsite mitigation, etc.  Commenters questioned why the BLM 
did not reference the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s new 
guidance manual. 

Summary Response: The BLM's Proposed RMP is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's 
EO 2011-5 and EO 2011-5 seeks a cooperative effort to develop 
incentives for development outside of Core Areas.  Additionally, the 
list of BMPs in Appendix L are not intended to encompass all 
potentially applicable BMPs.  The BLM will examine BMPs, such as 
those in the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s manual for 
incorporation during implementation of site-specific activities. 

Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas 

Summary Comment #3023_1: Commenters asserted that some of the specific BMPs and/or RDFs 
included in Appendix L were not feasible or practical and may have 
unintended consequences.  Some of the specific BMPs mentioned 
included requiring directional drilling wherever possible, remote 
monitoring, closed loop systems, facility location and placement, 
power-washing vehicles, and mesh nets over ponds.  Commenters 
offered alternative language for BMPs pertaining to directional drilling 
or suggested BLM implement measures from other RMPs.  Many 
commenters asserted that BMPs were not consistent with EO 2011-5 
and/or BLM IM 2012-019.  Several other commenters asked for 
flexibility in regards to many BMPs and RDFs requirements because 
each situation is unique. 

 Commenters questioned management actions and as BMPs and RDFs 
prescribed by BLM, specifically stating that the management 
contradicts current BLM regulations and guidance related to oil and 
gas development as well as violates existing rights.  Commenters also 
asked that the BLM change the language regarding areas 
“administratively unavailable” to “closed” because it met the 
definition of a withdrawal.  Other commenters asked BLM 
acknowledge in the RMP the rights of lessees.  Commenters 
requested that BLM honor existing rights indicating proposed 
stipulations violated those rights.  Other commenters added that 
conservation measures are an attempt by BLM to limit future oil and 
gas development and are not compliant with FLPMA.  Commenters 
questioned how BLM intends to comply with the existing MOU with 
the State of Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission on well 
spacing based on information in Appendix T.  Commenters asked the 
BLM to consider the effects of constraining development on the local 
communities and the national interest. 

 Commenters asked the BLM to clarify which alternative is now the 
Preferred Alternative and provide evidence for this decision.  Other 
commenters offered that restrictions on oil and gas development 
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under alternatives E and F violates the BLM’s multiple use mandate 
and are unreasonable.  A commenter asked BLM to develop broad 
management goals and objectives and not waste resources analyzing 
site-specific impacts from oil and gas development.  One commenter 
offered that BLM misinterpreted the purpose of unitization and 
Commenters felt that BLM concludes oil and gas development always 
negatively impacts wildlife and their habitat without providing 
supporting information.  Other commenters indicated development 
density under Alternative E was supported by scientific information to 
protect greater sage-grouse while it was not under the other 
alternatives and that this alternative should be implemented.  
Commenters also recommended Alternative E buffers apply outside 
Key Habitat Areas.  Some commenters indicated the Wyoming Core 
Area Strategy should be strengthened by closing these areas to future 
leasing as recommended in the NTT report.  Another commenter 
suggested compensatory funds could not mitigate the loss of PHMAs. 

 Commenters suggested that EOR technology could be used to develop 
unconventional reservoirs in the Planning Area requesting the BLM 
consider the impacts of alternatives E and F to this type of 
development.  Commenters also requested that lands with favorable 
EOR potential in developed fields not be included in areas designated 
as greater sage-grouse priority habitat. 

 Commenters also asked the BLM to consider a phased development 
alternative to help limit environmental impacts on sensitive resources 
or closure of areas to leasing in highly sensitive areas.  Alternatively, 
other commenters opposed phased development because of delays in 
production and asserted it was not reasonable. 

 Commenters voiced concern over seasonal road closures noting that 
the BLM had not justified these closures and they should not be 
implemented. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS with involvement from cooperating agencies, including 
WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local 
agencies/governments to ensure that a balanced multiple-use 
management strategy to address the protection of greater sage-
grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable 
resources on the public lands.  The BMP and RDF lists are not 
exhaustive, other methods may also be appropriate and Appendix L 
will be supplemented as technology and understanding of greater 
sage-grouse advance.  The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater 
Sage-Grouse NTT and cannot be revised in order to provide Bureau-
wide consistency.  However, during implementation the site-specific 
situation shall be considered including effectiveness of the design 
feature as well as technical and economic feasibility.  The BLM may 
apply Conditions of Approval in conformance with Section 6 of the 
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Standard Oil and Gas Lease terms and conditions while recognizing 
valid existing rights. 

 The BLM complied with its multiple-use mandate by evaluating an 
appropriate balance of resource uses, which involves tradeoffs 
between competing uses.  The Supplement was targeted specifically 
to address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve 
greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its being listed 
(see Section 1.0, Purpose and Need).  The Supplement included 
alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in 
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid 
existing development rights.  The BLM developed the Supplement 
with involvement from the agencies listed above to ensure a balanced 
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of 
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources on the public lands. 

 Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort, 
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy 
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support 
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level.  The data 
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning 
Area are substantially different from the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects.  The requisite level of information 
necessary to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives in an EIS 
is based on the scope and nature of the proposed decision.  The 
baseline data provided in Chapter 3 and various appendices is 
sufficient to support, at the general land use planning-level of analysis 
and the environmental impact analysis (Chapter 4) resulting from 
management actions presented in the Supplement. 

 The BLM used the most recent and best information available that 
was relevant to a land-use planning-level analysis including the BER 
(BER; Manier et al. 2013).  The BER looked at each of the threats to 
greater sage-grouse identified in the USFWS’s “warranted but 
precluded” finding for the species.  For these threats, the report 
summarized the current scientific understanding, of various impacts 
to greater sage-grouse populations and habitats.  The report also 
quantitatively measured the location, magnitude, and extent of each 
threat.  These data were used in the planning process to describe 
threats at other levels, such as the sub-regional boundary and 
WAFWA Management Zone scale, to facilitate comparison between 
sub-regions.  Additionally, the BLM consulted with, collected, and 
incorporated data from other agencies and sources, as noted above.  
As a result of these actions, the BLM gathered the necessary data 
essential to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives analyzed 
in detail in the Supplement and Proposed RMP.  Finally, the BLM has 
made a reasonable effort to collect and analyze all available data. 
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 The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the 
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of 
the presented alternatives.  The Supplement provided sufficiently 
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with 
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an 
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with 
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1.  Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than 
quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  As specific actions that may 
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and 
implementation-level actions.  In addition, as required by NEPA, the 
public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA 
process for implementation actions. 

 The BLM's Proposed RMP is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's 
EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient to conserve greater 
sage-grouse throughout Wyoming and WAFWA Management Zones I 
and II. 

 The BLM changed the term “administratively unavailable” to “closed” 
throughout the document, based on guidance from the BLM 
Wyoming State Office.  Additionally, stipulations provided in 
Alternative D (management actions 4116, 4117, and 4118) were 
updated in coordination with the State of Wyoming and WGFD 
consistent with EO 2011-5. 

 The purpose of unitization is described according to 30 U.S.C. Sec. 181 
et seq, which includes “…for the purpose of more properly conserving 
the natural resources thereof whenever determined by the Secretary 
of the Interior to be necessary or advisable in the public interest;…”.  
Further, “…it is the purpose of the parties hereto to conserve natural 
resources, prevent waste, and secure other benefits obtainable 
through development and operation of the area subject to this 
agreement…”  The Department has broad discretion in the 
interpretation of the term “conservation of natural resources” and it 
may include surface resources such as the greater sage-grouse and 
associated habitat. 

Summary Comment #3023_4: Commenters asserted that there is very little to no surface 
disturbance from geophysical exploration and questioned why this 
type of exploration would be restricted in the Greater Sage-grouse 
Key Habitat ACEC under Alternative E.  Others stated that restricting 
geophysical exploration is not an objective in BLM IM 2012-044 or the 
USFWS COT Report, violates existing rights, and that this management 
should be removed from the RMP.  Some commenters said that 
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geophysical exploration should be encouraged instead of constrained.  
Commenters asked if the BLM has the authority to prohibit 
geophysical exploration and stated that this mitigation measure 
would not affect greater sage-grouse mitigation efforts.  Some 
commenters recommended BLM approve geophysical exploration 
using CXs. 

Summary Response: Areas open and/or closed to oil and gas leasing are open and/or 
closed to geophysical exploration unless noted otherwise.  
Geophysical exploration may be permitted on a case-by-case basis so 
long as the resource goals and objectives under which the area was 
closed are not compromised.  The BLM will consider CXs for actions 
that meet the associated requirements and if extraordinary 
circumstances do not preclude the use of the CX.  If any extraordinary 
circumstances apply, an EA or EIS must be prepared. 

Summary Comment #3023_5: Commenters asserted the economic impacts were not adequately 
disclosed under alternatives E and F.  Commenters asked the BLM to 
consider economic effects of constraints on oil and gas development 
and EOR under alternatives E and F.  Commenters also emphasized 
that the socioeconomic impacts would be very detrimental to the 
local communities in the Bighorn Basin and urged the BLM to reject 
alternatives E and F. 

Summary Response: The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the 
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of 
the presented alternatives.  The Supplement provided sufficiently 
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with 
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an 
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with 
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1.  Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than 
quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  As specific actions that may 
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and 
implementation-level actions.  In addition, as required by NEPA, the 
public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA 
process for implementation actions. 

Summary Comment #3023_6: Many commenters felt that requiring Master Development Plans 
rather than using the APD process on all but wildcat wells is 
inappropriate because of the greater likelihood of periodic drilling in 
the Bighorn Basin.  Other commenters asked that BLM allow infill 
development within existing fields without a Master Development 
Plan.  Commenters also supported enlarging OGMAs under 
Alternative D, similar to that under Alternative C. 
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 Commenters had concerns about how BLM would apply leasing 
screens in areas with MLP areas.  Other commenters supported 
application of MLPS and recommended BLM develop Resource 
Condition Objectives for each sensitive resource in MLP areas. 

Summary Response: Comments specific to master development plans, OGMAs, and MLPs 
are outside the scope of the Supplement, which the BLM developed 
to ensure that a balanced multiple-use management strategy 
addresses the protection of greater sage-grouse while allowing for 
utilization of renewable and nonrenewable resources on the public 
lands.  The Proposed RMP and Final EIS addresses these issues and 
incorporates MLPs within the document. 

 The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP in the Final 
EIS, which does not require master development plans in lieu of APD-
by-APD processing for all but wildcat wells. 

Livestock Grazing Management 

Summary Comment #3017_1: Several commenters requested the BLM add additional language to 
be consistent with the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2013-3.  Other 
commenters asked the BLM to add language regarding additional 
agency coordination between BLM and WDEQ.  Commenters 
requested clarification on what actions contribute to surface-
disturbing activities including those used in the surface disturbance 
cap, and whether or not BLM considers livestock grazing a surface-
disturbing activity.  Commenters requested the BLM update the 
definition of surface-disturbing activities in the Glossary. 

 Commenters asserted that the BLM’s alternatives do not comply with 
BLM IM 2013-184 and requested that the BLM evaluate permanent 
retirement of AUMs that have been voluntarily waived.  Other 
commenters stated allotment retirement was biased against livestock 
grazing, inappropriate, and should be removed from the document.  
Commenters also requested the BLM clarify the management under 
which allotment retirement would require a NEPA analysis and 
management categories of custodial, improve, and maintain. 

Summary Response: The BLM incorporated language in the Proposed RMP consistent with 
the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2013-3 and IM 2013-184, in 
Management Action 4122 and Goal LR:10-2, respectively.  
Additionally, the BLM added and/or clarified text as appropriate, 
including in the Livestock Grazing Management section, Appendix P, 
and definitions in the Glossary. 

 The Supplement included alternatives that provide a greater and 
lesser degree of restrictions in various use programs.  In the event of 
retirement of a grazing allotment, the BLM would follow the grazing 
regulations (CFR 4100 - Grazing Administration) including preparation 
of an allotment specific document analyzing the potential impacts.  All 
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of Subpart 4160 - Administrative Remedies, including protest and 
appeals would be applicable.  The Proposed RMP does not include this 
management prescription. 

Summary Comment #3017_2: Commenters requested the BLM analyze a no grazing alternative.  
Other commenters said that livestock forage consumption had 
increased since the definition of AUM was originally developed, which 
should be accounted for in the analysis. 

Summary Response: Alternative E in the Supplement reduced grazing and eliminated it 
from certain areas to resolve resource concerns, which is within the 
range of alternatives analyzed in detail.  The elimination of livestock 
grazing from all BLM-administered lands in the Planning Area as a 
method for resolving range, watershed, and wildlife habitat-related 
planning issues was considered, but eliminated from detailed analysis.  
This alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the RMP 
revision.  Addressing changes in livestock forage consumption is 
outside the scope of the Supplement and Proposed RMP. 

Summary Comment #3017_3: Commenters requested that the impacts to livestock grazing be 
reassessed asserting that the alternatives analyzed in the Supplement 
did not adequately assess impacts to livestock grazing, specifically 
actions that affect AUMs.  Commenters also stated that the BLM did 
not adequately account for effects of livestock grazing on greater 
sage-grouse habitat.  Comments asserted the Supplement incorrectly 
blamed increased juniper encroachment on livestock grazing.  A 
commenter also asked that natural springs be fenced off to limit 
impacts from livestock grazing. 

 Commenters also asserted that the impacts to greater sage-grouse 
priority habitat were not accurate and stated that livestock grazing 
can have positive impacts on greater sage-grouse habitat.  Other 
commenters said some allotments did not meet rangeland standards 
and had a negative impact on greater sage-grouse.  Many 
commenters did not support the closure of priority greater sage-
grouse habitat to livestock grazing under alternatives E and/or F, 
stating this management did not meet BLMs multiple use mandate. 

Summary Response: The Supplement included alternatives that provide a greater and 
lesser degree of restrictions in various use programs including 
livestock grazing and conservation measures for greater sage-grouse.  
In accordance with BLM's multiple use mandate the BLM must find 
the balance among the many competing uses to which public lands 
can be put.  The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all 
uses be allowed on all areas of the public lands.  The Supplement 
provided sufficiently detailed information to aid in determining 
whether to proceed with the Preferred Alternative or make a 
reasoned choice among the other alternatives in a manner such that 
the public could have an understanding of the environmental 
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consequences associated with the alternatives, in accordance with 40 
CFR 1502.1. 

 The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not include 
any implementation actions.  As specific actions that may affect the 
area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent 
NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-
level actions.  In addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be 
offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for 
implementation actions. 

 The BLM considers impacts to sensitive species during site-specific 
analysis of grazing renewals.  Regarding juniper encroachment, the 
text in question referenced threats to greater sage-grouse habitat 
identified in the USFWS COT report and was not specific to the 
Planning Area.  The BLM revised the greater sage-grouse discussion in 
Chapter 3 to acknowledge livestock grazing can be compatible with, or 
even beneficial to, greater sage-grouse habitat under certain 
circumstances. 

Summary Comment #3017_4: Commenters stated that various types of vegetation management, 
like hand cutting, flash burning, and other treatments for invasive 
species, would be too difficult to be successful and are burdensome.  
Other commenters asked the BLM to clarify how vegetation recovery 
would be determined, details on pretreatment data, and if grazing 
would be deferred while pretreatment data is collected. 

Summary Response: The BLM will collaborate with appropriate federal agencies, and the 
State of Wyoming as contemplated under Governor's EO 2013-3, to: 
(1) develop appropriate conservation objectives; (2) define a 
framework for evaluating situations where greater sage-grouse 
conservation objectives are not being achieved on federal land, to 
determine if a causal relationship exists between proper grazing (by 
wildlife or wild horses or livestock) and greater sage-grouse 
conservation objectives; and (3) identify appropriate site-based action 
to achieve greater sage-grouse conservation objectives within the 
framework. 

 The BLM drafted a monitoring framework that is included in the 
Proposed RMP as Appendix Y.  The appendix describes the process 
that the BLM will use to monitor implementation and effectiveness of 
land use plan decisions. 

Summary Comment #3017_5: Commenters requested BLM include further detail regarding 
socioeconomic impacts from restrictions on livestock grazing in the 
Supplement, including explanations as to why some alternatives 
would have similar impacts. 

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Chapter 4 Economic section to include additional 
explanation.  The differences that are present between the 
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alternatives are reflected in the revised analysis and the quantitative 
data available. 

Locatable Minerals 

Summary Comment #3020_1: Commenters requested the BLM provide further rationale for the 
impacts to mineral development.  Additionally, commenters asserted 
that the cumulative impacts analysis did not adequately address the 
impacts to the mining industry as a result of mineral withdrawals and 
surface-use restrictions. 

 Commenters offered that the RMP does not comply with some mining 
laws, regulations, the Mining and Mineral Policy Act, and FLPMA, and 
BLM has an obligation to comply with mining laws and regulations.  
Commenters also requested that BLM respect existing mining claims.  
Commenters also requested that validity testing for mining claims be 
applied uniformly in compliance with the General Mining Law of 1872.  
Commenters also requested that validity testing not be used to delay 
mineral development and BLM should state where, when, and how 
validity examinations will affect authorizations.  Some commenters 
noted that additional validity testing would be burdensome without 
any identified ecological or economic benefit. 

 Other commenters requested that EAs be required rather than EISs 
for mining authorization because they are more economical and yield 
similar results to an EIS.  Commenters offered concerns regarding the 
RMP’s ability to supersede individual mining claims and development.  
Commenters requested that exploratory drilling for bentonite require 
a plan of operations level-structure rather than a notice level.  Other 
commenters asserted that management prescribed under Alternative 
E would increase the surface disturbance footprint from bentonite 
mining, an industry that already has successful mitigation and 
reclamation procedures in place.  Commenters also offered that 
conservation measures for greater sage-grouse should be 
proportionate to the threat from locatable mineral development. 

 Commenters asserted that BLM did not include locatable mineral 
development in the socioeconomic analysis.  Commenters also 
requested the BLM analyze the socioeconomics effects of closures 
and/or restrictions on mining companies under alternatives B, E, 
and F.  Commenters requested additional quantitative data regarding 
the benefits to greater sage-grouse from restrictions on mining.  
Commenters requested more analysis on impacts to mining from 
greater sage-grouse management be presented in alternatives E and F 
instead of referring the reader to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. 

Summary Response: The BLM’s FLPMA (Section 103(c)) defines ""multiple use"" as the 
management of the public lands and their various resource values so 
that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the 
present and future needs of the American people.  Accordingly, the 
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BLM is responsible for the complicated task of striking a balance 
among the many competing uses to which public lands can be put.  
The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all uses be 
allowed on all areas of the public lands.  The purpose of the mandate 
is to require the BLM to evaluate and choose an appropriate balance 
of resource uses which involves tradeoffs between competing uses.  
The Supplement is a targeted amendment specifically addressing 
goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve greater 
sage-grouse and respond to the potential of its being listed and the 
alternatives provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in 
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid 
existing development rights.  The BLM manages a significant portion 
of greater sage-grouse habitat and management of wildlife habitat is 
within the BLM’s multiple-use mandate and is properly a resource to 
be managed in their planning decisions.  Further, the BLM developed 
the Supplement with involvement from cooperating agencies, 
including WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local 
agencies/governments to ensure that a balanced multiple-use 
management strategy to address the protection of greater sage-
grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable 
resources on the public lands. 

 Regarding validity examinations, as stated in Management Action 68 
in the Supplement, minerals exploration would be subjected to a 
validity examination in Key Habitat Areas under Alternative E.  
Additionally, the requirements and/or criterion are published and 
available to the public in BLM Handbook 3890-3, Validity Mineral 
Reports.  The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP in 
the Final EIS.  Alternative D does not designate greater sage-grouse 
key habitat as an ACEC. 

 The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the 
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of 
the presented alternatives.  The Supplement provided sufficiently 
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with 
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an 
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with 
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1.  Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than 
quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  As specific actions that may 
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and 
implementation-level actions.  In addition, as required by NEPA, the 
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public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA 
process for implementation actions. 

 During preparation of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the BLM 
integrated the information and alternatives from the Supplement with 
the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. 

Minerals - General 

Summary Comment #3019_1: Commenters asked the BLM to recognize the importance of energy 
and/or mineral development as well as greater sage-grouse habitat 
conservation in compliance with FLMPA.  Other commenters offered 
ideas on how to protect greater sage-grouse habitat.  Commenters 
recommended specific language for modifying Record 71 to be 
consistent with EO 2011-5 and Record 72 to encourage instead of 
require unitization. 

 Commenters asked the BLM to add specific language to clarify that 
existing rights will not be violated by the implementation of 
management actions related to greater sage-grouse habitat 
conservation.  Some commenters noted that specific management 
actions were inconsistent with EO 2011-5, which recognizes existing 
rights and recommended the management actions be removed from 
the RMP and EIS. 

 Commenters requested that BLM provide specific language about the 
right of private landowners regarding mineral development.  
Commenters also voiced concerns over management actions that 
could limit or eliminate mineral development on split estate lands.  
Commenters also urged BLM to work with operators and the state to 
implement a reasonable monitoring program. 

Summary Response: The BLM complied with its multiple-use mandate by evaluating an 
appropriate balance of resource uses, which involves tradeoffs 
between competing uses.  The Supplement was targeted specifically 
to address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve 
greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its being listed 
(see Section 1.0, Purpose and Need).  The Supplement included 
alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in 
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid 
existing development rights.  The BLM developed the Supplement 
with involvement from cooperating agencies, including the WGFD, 
Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local agencies/governments 
to ensure that a balanced multiple-use management strategy to 
address the protection of greater sage-grouse while allowing for 
utilization of renewable and nonrenewable resources on the public 
lands.  Management actions 71 and 72 were not modified, however, 
stipulations provided under Alternative D (management actions 4116, 
4117, and 4118) were updated in coordination with the State of 
Wyoming and WGFD consistent with EO 2011-5. 
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Paleontological Resources 

Summary Comment #3028: Commenters suggested the BLM should not unreasonably restrict oil 
and gas development since it may lead to the discovery of new 
paleontological resources. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the Supplement to ensure that a balanced 
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of 
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources on the public lands. 

Recreation 

Summary Comment #3030:  Commenters asked whether or not special recreation permits 
required in greater sage-grouse priority habitat areas apply to hunting 
and trapping. 

Summary Response: Special Recreation Permits are authorizations which allow specified 
recreational uses and are issued as a means to manage visitor use, 
protect natural and cultural resources, and provide a mechanism to 
accommodate commercial recreational uses.  If the actions described 
in the comment are subject to a Special Recreation Permit then yes, 
under alternatives E and F a permit would be required and mitigation 
may be applied to reduce impacts to greater sage-grouse. 

Renewable Energy 

Summary Comment #3032: Commenters provided multiple recommendations for renewable 
energy development to minimize impacts to greater sage-grouse, as 
well as other birds and raptors.  Specific recommendations included 
installing bird deterrent devices on all guy wires, avoid siting 
temporary meteorological towers near leks or greater sage-grouse 
habitat, and siting wind energy development outside key habitat 
areas at least 5 miles from active leks, and 4 miles from the perimeter 
of greater sage-grouse winter habitat.  Commenters urged the BLM to 
exclude wind energy development in key habitat areas under the 
Preferred Alternative.  Commenters also suggested excluding 
development in raptor concentration areas. 

 Commenters recommended the BLM recognize the value of wind 
energy to the American public and reconsider how some of the 
adverse impacts to wind energy are characterized.  Commenters 
noted how wind energy projects can be designed to reduce surface 
disturbance and construction scheduled to limit disturbances to 
wildlife and their habitat.  Commenters suggested not all viewers 
consider wind turbines as having a negative effect on the landscape. 

Summary Response: The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of 
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in the Supplement.  Taking certain actions such as those 
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suggested by commenters, are only some of many potential forms of 
mitigation.  The BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS 
pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting 
which mitigation measures are most appropriate and those that are 
not.  The BLM has reviewed the suggested reports, data, articles, and 
recommendations to determine if they are substantially different than 
the information cited in the Supplement.  The commenters’ additional 
information was found to provide the findings as already noted in the 
Supplement, therefore inclusion and consideration would not 
substantially alter the conclusions or analysis.  Therefore, they were 
not incorporated into the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

 The BLM considers wind to be a valuable energy source however; the 
purpose of the Supplement is to specifically address the goals, 
objectives, and measures for conservation of greater sage-grouse and 
their habitat.  All ROW applications, including wind energy will be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to balance protection of resources 
with America's wind energy needs. 

Rights-of-Way and Corridors 

Summary Comment #3033_1: Commenters voiced concerns regarding BMPs and/or RDFs, 
specifically co-location of transmission lines and use of perch 
discouragers.  Commenters also recommended the BLM obtain 
additional information on BMPs from the Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee (APLIC) and USFWS regarding greater sage-
grouse for incorporation in the RMP.  Commenters also expressed 
concern over BMPs that have not been peer reviewed or that may not 
always be feasible.  In general, commenters asked the BLM to be 
flexible when prescribing measures during implementation. 

 Commenters rejected the BLM proposed ACEC designation for sage-
grouse habitat because it violates access to existing rights, requesting 
that existing and pending access to ROWs and existing facilities be 
excluded from ACEC designation.  Commenters suggested ROW and 
corridor management should be consistent with EO 2011-5.  Other 
commenters supported management prescriptions for ROWs and 
corridors to protect greater sage-grouse habitat under either 
Alternative E or Alternative F.  Commenters also suggested removing 
ROW avoidance and mitigation areas from OGMAs, separating the 
analysis for ROW avoidance and mitigation areas to clarify the areas 
to be avoided or that require mitigation, and that there was a lack of 
analysis presented of restrictions on ROWs. 

 Commenters offered new information for BLM to consider regarding 
the interaction between transmission lines and sage-grouse such as 
the APLIC studies.  Commenters also supplied information disputing 
the effectiveness of perch discouragers preventing predation of 
greater sage-grouse, suggesting the BLM employ alternative 
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measures.  Commenters noted there was a lack of information on the 
effects of tall structures on greater sage-grouse, requesting the BLM 
work with the industry to better understand decision-related impacts 
on the species as well as industry.  Other commenters requested 
distribution lines be buried in the greater sage-grouse priority habitat 
areas and encouraged the use of perch discouragers on above-ground 
lines. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the Supplement with involvement from 
cooperating agencies, including WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, 
USFWS, and local agencies/governments to ensure a balanced 
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of 
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources on the public lands.  The BMP and RDF lists 
are not exhaustive, other methods may also be appropriate and the 
BLM will review additional BMPs such as those from APLIC 
documents.  In addition, Appendix L will be supplemented as 
technology and understanding of greater sage-grouse advance.  The 
RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT and 
cannot be revised in order to provide Bureau-wide consistency.  
However, during implementation the site-specific situation shall be 
considered including effectiveness of the design feature as well as 
technical and economic feasibility.  The BLM’s Proposed RMP is 
consistent with EO 2011-5. 

 The BLM complied with its multiple-use mandate by evaluating an 
appropriate balance of resource uses, which involves tradeoffs 
between competing uses.  The Supplement was targeted specifically 
to address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve 
greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its being listed 
(see Section 1.0, Purpose and Need).  The Supplement included 
alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in 
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid 
existing development rights. 

 Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort, 
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy 
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support 
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level.  The data 
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning 
Area are substantially different from the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects.  The information presented in map and 
table form is sufficient to support the broad scale analyses required 
for land use planning.  As a result of these actions, the BLM gathered 
the necessary data essential to make a reasoned choice among the 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Supplement, and provided an 
adequate analysis that led to an adequate disclosure of the potential 
environmental consequences of the alternatives (Chapter 4).  A land 
use planning-level decision is broad in scope and, therefore, does not 
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require an exhaustive gathering and monitoring of baseline data.  A 
more quantified or detailed and specific analysis would be required 
only if the scope of the decision included implementation actions.  As 
specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration, 
the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-
specific project and implementation-level actions.  The site-specific 
analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the 
environmental analysis when more specific information is known.  In 
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the 
opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation 
actions. 

 The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the 
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of 
the presented alternatives.  The Supplement provided sufficiently 
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with 
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an 
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with 
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1.  Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than 
quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  As specific actions that may 
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and 
implementation-level actions.  In addition, as required by NEPA, the 
public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA 
process for implementation actions.  Finally, the BLM's National 
Operation Center conducted management zone and range-wide 
cumulative effects analyses and is included in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS. 

Summary Comment #3033_2: Commenters questioned the management to bury multiple pipelines 
of different operators within greater sage-grouse priority habitat 
areas and the legal implications. 

 Commenters do no support limitation on new ROWs corridors within 
the project area, requesting that BLM identify ROW exclusion and 
avoidance areas as major constraints for oil and gas development. 

 Commenters were concerned about management that would require 
burying transmission lines in greater sage-grouse habitat as realistic 
because it may not be feasible for several reasons including 
economics, engineering, and environmental, and violated existing 
rights.  Commenters also stated that ROWs for buried transmission 
lines would likely be wider than those of above-ground transmission 
lines, leading to more surface and habitat disturbance during 
construction as well as maintenance.  Commenters also had concerns 
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about co-locating powerlines within existing ROWs, which conflicts 
with requirements, policies and guidelines defined by the North 
American Electric Reliability Corporation and the Federal Regulatory 
Energy Commission. 

 Commenters noted that certain existing transmissions lines did not 
appear on the Supplement’s maps and requested they be included in 
the current ROW corridor designations. 

Summary Response: Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather 
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  A more quantified or detailed 
and specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the 
decision included implementation actions.  As specific actions that 
may affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and 
implementation-level actions.  The site-specific analyses will tier to 
the plan-level analysis and expand the environmental analysis when 
more specific information is known.  In addition, as required by NEPA, 
the public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA 
process for implementation actions. 

 The ROW and corridors maps have been updated since the release of 
the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.  The maps show designated ROW 
corridors under each alternative, as proposed in management action 
6033.  Corridors are the preferred locations for the placement of new 
ROW.  Existing ROWs may or may not be located within these 
corridors and are not displayed on the maps.  Additionally, the BLM 
revised as requested, Management Action 9 (renumbered as 7186 in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS) as well as Management Action 6033 
(number did not change). 

Riparian-Wetland 

Summary Comment #3034: Commenters submitted recommendations from other RMP 
amendments for incorporation in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for 
riparian-wetland management.  A commenter further suggested 
adding additional measures such as prohibiting new range 
improvement projects within 0.5 mile of water and riparian-wetland 
areas to avoid perching locations for raptors to prevent predation of 
greater sage-grouse and controlling invasive species. 

 Commenters indicated the impact analysis for riparian-wetland areas 
was flawed asserting proper functioning condition was rarely 
achieved, a minimal standard, and did not respond to fisheries or 
wildlife habitat needs.  In addition, commenters suggested 
management prescriptions be strengthened to protect those riparian 
areas that do meet proper functioning condition. 

Appendix A-106 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS 



 Appendix A – Comment Analysis 
 Analysis of Comments 

 Commenters provided scientific citations supporting livestock grazing 
impacts on wetland-riparian areas, specifically that grazing affects 
efforts to maintain proper functioning condition and monitoring 
should focus on riparian areas, and that BLM should not rely on 
placing salt blocks in upland areas to draw livestock away from 
riparian-wetland areas. 

Summary Response: The Supplement only included management actions related to the Key 
Habitat Areas and PHMAs ACECs.  The Draft RMP and Draft EIS 
included management actions specific to riparian/wetland resources, 
as does the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

 While the BLM used a consistent method for developing alternatives, 
the specifics of each sub-region necessitated modification of the 
range of alternatives to accommodate locality and population 
differences.  In response to the greater sage-grouse management 
objectives described in the 2006 WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse 
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy, many reports have been 
prepared for the development of management recommendations, 
strategies, and regulatory guidelines.  The 2011 NTT report, the 2013 
Conservations Objectives Team (COT; USFWS 2013), and the 2013 
Summary of Science, Activities, Programs and Policies that Influence 
the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to 
as BER; Manier et al. 2013) are the most widely used reports that 
were incorporated in the Supplement to address the effects of 
implementing greater sage-grouse conservation measures on public 
lands. 

Socioeconomic Resources 

Summary Comment #3036_1: Commenters expressed concern regarding the socioeconomic impacts 
as a result of ACEC designation on multiple land uses under 
alternatives E and F, in particular voicing concern that the economic 
impacts were not accurately portrayed.  Commenters also felt that 
the BLM tried to align alternatives D and F but cannot do so because 
of the differences in management prescriptions between the 
alternatives.  Commenters requested BLM conduct additional analysis 
comparing alternatives, update information, incorporate supplied 
data, and provide supporting information for conclusions.  
Commenters requested the BLM also address socioeconomic impacts 
of management to and from land uses including oil and gas 
development, bentonite mining, livestock grazing, locatable minerals, 
and EOR development.  Other commenters requested that the BLM 
include economic information and studies on the impacts of hunting, 
fishing, and the outdoor industry to the local economies in the 
Bighorn Basin.  The commenters added that IMPLAN does not offer 
the most comprehensive impact analysis and that proposed 
management was inconsistent with EO 2011-5. 

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-107 



Appendix A – Comment Analysis 
Analysis of Comments 

 Commenters also pointed out that requiring validity exams in 
withdrawn or segregated lands could adversely impact small 
businesses since the ACECs overlap areas with high to moderate 
locatable mineral potential, which was not addressed, and could put 
the Proposed RMP at risk of invalidation. 

 Commenters also requested the BLM conduct further analysis 
regarding the socioeconomic cumulative impacts to the Bighorn Basin 
based on restrictions on land uses, in particular, loss of revenue from 
mineral development and closing public lands to livestock grazing.  
Other commenters raised issues regarding livestock grazing and how 
designation of ACECs will affect current and future livestock grazing 
management.  Other commenters asked how the BLM would place an 
economic value on the social impact of restrictions on livestock 
grazing. 

 Commenters also voiced support for management included in the 
Supplement related to livestock grazing, asserting the value of public 
lands is often overestimated, not accounted for or could present 
opportunities for administrative cost savings for BLM. 

Summary Response: The BLM has provided an adequate analysis of potential economic 
impacts with the RMP; see Chapter 3 and 4, and Appendix Q.  The 
changes suggested by some commenters (e.g., high social impacts in 
Alt E and F) are driven by the supposition of substantial economic 
impacts in bentonite, oil/gas, and grazing in Alternatives E and F.  The 
quantitative data provided by BLM do not indicate there would be 
substantial differences between Alternative E and B, or between 
Alternative F and D.  The differences that are present are reflected in 
the revised analysis.  

 The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the 
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of 
the presented alternatives.  As required by 40 CFR 1502.16, the 
Supplement provides a discussion of the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the alternatives 
be implemented, the relationship between short-term uses of man’s 
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of 
resources that would be involved in the proposal should it be 
implemented.  The Supplement provided sufficiently detailed 
information to aid in determining whether to proceed with the 
Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an 
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with 
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. 

 Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather 
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
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Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The EIS contains only planning actions and does not include 
any implementation actions.  A more quantified or detailed and 
specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the decision 
included implementation actions.  As specific actions that may affect 
the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent 
NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-
level actions.  The site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level 
analysis and expand the environmental analysis when more specific 
information is known.  In addition, as required by NEPA, the public will 
be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for 
implementation actions. 

Summary Comment #3036_2: Commenters were concerned that the BLM did not adequately reflect 
the socioeconomic impacts to local communities from limiting land 
uses such as oil and gas development and livestock grazing.  
Commenters remarked that revenue from oil and gas activities, 
mining, employment, property taxes, recreation, etc., could not be 
replaced from other revenue streams.  Commenters requested BLM 
conduct additional analysis regarding the loss of tax royalties paid by 
oil and gas companies and associated impacts on the local 
communities.  Commenters recommended the BLM develop and 
include a monitoring and mitigation plan in the Record of Decision, 
due to the anticipated socioeconomic impacts, especially smaller 
communities in the Planning Area. 

Summary Response: Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather 
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, 
B at 29).  The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions.  A more quantified or detailed 
and specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the 
decision included implementation actions. 

 As specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration, 
the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-
specific project and implementation-level actions.  The site-specific 
analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the 
environmental analysis when more specific information is known.  In 
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the 
opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation 
actions. 

Special Status Species 

Summary Comment #3038: Commenters requested active raptor nests be defined to include 
nests that have been active within the past seven years and winter 
roost sites.  Commenters also requested the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS address golden eagle populations and use in the planning area, as 
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well as prohibit surface-disturbing activities with 1 mile of golden 
eagle nests. 

Summary Response: Thank you for your comment.  The comment is outside the scope of 
the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP, a targeted analysis 
specifically addressing goals, objectives, and conservation measures 
to conserve greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its 
being listed.  Analysis for raptor protections are in compliance with 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service recommend spatial and 
seasonal buffer zones to avoid or minimize disturbance and the risk of 
take. 

Trails and Travel Management 

Summary Comment #3039_1: Commenters had concerns about seasonally closing roads in greater 
sage-grouse priority habitats because it could present safety concerns 
for existing facilities and that eliminating access would violate existing 
rights.  In addition, commenters requested that the BLM allow 
seasonal access for emergency repairs and maintenance.  
Commenters stated travel management prescriptions were 
inconsistent with EO 2011-5 and should be eliminated or modified 
consistent with the EO. 

 Commenters discouraged management prohibiting new roads within 
1.9 miles from active leks, indicating it could negatively impact utility 
response, delivery, and maintenance requesting BLM provide for 
exceptions.  Commenters also requested BLM provide citations 
supporting the buffers required for road construction.  Commenters 
recommended limiting motorized use to existing roads and trails 
pending travel management planning.  Commenters recommended 
tertiary roads be located further than 0.6 mile from active leks and 
other important greater sage-grouse habitat.  Commenters expressed 
support for closing unnecessary routes and trails utilizing reclamation 
practices to benefit wildlife habitat. 

Summary Response: The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP, which is 
consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5.  EO 2011-5 has 
been determined sufficient to conserve greater sage-grouse 
throughout Wyoming and WAFWA Management Zones I and II. 

 Before beginning the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and 
Draft EIS and throughout the planning effort, the BLM considered the 
availability of data from all sources, adequacy of existing data, data 
gaps, and the type of data necessary to support informed 
management decisions at the land-use plan level.  The data needed to 
support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning Area are 
substantially different from the data needed to support site-specific 
analysis of projects.  The Supplement data and information is 
presented in map and table form and is sufficient to support the 
broad scale analyses required for land use planning. 
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 The BLM used the most recent and best information available that 
was relevant to a land-use planning-level analysis including the BER 
(BER; Manier et al. 2013).  The BER assisted the BLM in summarizing 
the effect of the planning efforts at a range-wide scale, particularly in 
the affected environment and cumulative impacts sections.  The BER 
looked at each of the threats to greater sage-grouse identified in the 
USFWS’s “warranted but precluded” finding for the species.  For these 
threats, the report summarized the current scientific understanding, 
as of report publication date (June 2013), of various impacts to 
greater sage-grouse populations and habitats.  The report also 
quantitatively measured the location, magnitude, and extent of each 
threat.  These data were used in the planning process to describe 
threats at other levels, such as the sub-regional boundary and 
WAFWA Management Zone scale, to facilitate comparison between 
sub-regions.  The BER provided data and information to show how 
management under different alternatives may meet specific plans, 
goals, and objectives. 

Summary Comment #3039_2: Commenters voiced concern about BMPs and/or RDFs in Appendix L, 
in particular those that require heliportable seismic exploration, when 
seasonal restrictions would suffice and have less impact.  Commenters 
indicated that BLM defer decisions regarding road locations on split 
estate lands to the private landowner.  Other commenters stated that 
telemetry or remote monitoring alone was not sufficient in all cases 
and recommended BLM consider operational and economic factors 
before implementation of this RDF. 

Summary Response: The BLM developed the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP 
and Draft EIS with involvement from cooperating agencies, including 
WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local 
agencies/governments to ensure that a balanced multiple-use 
management strategy addresses the protection of greater sage-
grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable 
resources on the public lands.  The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's 
Greater Sage-Grouse NTT.  To provide Bureau-wide consistency the 
recommendations cannot be revised.  However, during 
implementation the site-specific situation shall be considered 
including effectiveness of the design feature as well as technical and 
economic feasibility.  The BLM's Proposed RMP is consistent with the 
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient 
to conserve greater sage-grouse throughout Wyoming and WAFWA 
Management Zones I and II. 

Vegetation 

Summary Comment #3042: Commenters provided justification and scientific data supporting the 
use of Ecological Site Descriptions instead of Historical Climax Plant 
Community, for restoration and habitat management.  Commenters 
felt Ecological Site Descriptions provided a better assessment of 
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change over time and response following disturbance, and 
standardized data collection and analysis for addressing ecosystem 
health. 

 Commenters expressed opposition to language used for managing 
thatch, indicating it reflected negatively on livestock grazing 
management.  Commenters suggested revisions and/or requested the 
management not be included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  
Commenters recommended removing text in the impact analysis, 
stating it was redundant because the BLM is already required to 
determine if rangeland health standards are being met.  Commenters 
identified technical edits to BMPs in Appendix L, including requests to 
use alternative language and corrections to technical terms. 

 Commenters questioned if vegetation treatments proposed to 
improve greater sage-grouse habitat were beneficial to the recovery 
of the species or a threat.  Specifically, commenters suggested further 
evaluation and testing was necessary to substantiate the impacts, 
whether adverse or beneficial.  Commenters further advised 
prohibiting vegetation treatments with 3 miles of lek sites and 
including one alternative that targets a 10.2-inch residual summer 
height during nesting season. 

Summary Response: Vegetation management is conducted using Ecological Site 
Descriptions developed by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, and the concept of Historic Climax Plant Community is an 
integral part of the Ecological Site Description in the state and 
transition model.  The BLM revised Management Action 4030 in the 
Proposed RMP to reference plant community state or phases based 
on Ecological Site Descriptions. 

 The Supplement provided analysis of the effects of each alternative as 
required by NEPA and provides an adequate discussion of the 
environmental consequences of the presented alternatives.  The 
Supplement contains only planning actions and does not include any 
implementation actions.  As specific actions that may affect the area 
come under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA 
analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-level 
actions.  The public will be offered the opportunity to participate in 
the NEPA process for implementation actions.  The BLM considers 
impacts to sensitive species during site-specific analysis of grazing 
renewals and Standard 4 of Standards for Healthy Rangelands and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing applies to special status species 
habitat. 

 See the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 for clarification on sagebrush 
treatments and their relation to disturbance.  The BLM has identified 
Alternative D as its Proposed RMP in the Final EIS, which is consistent 
with EO 2011-5.  Further, the BLM will collaborate with appropriate 
federal agencies, and the State of Wyoming as contemplated under 
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the Governor’s EO 2013-3, to:  1) develop appropriate conservation 
objectives; 2) define a framework for evaluating situations where 
greater sage-grouse conservation objectives are not being achieved 
on federal land, to determine if a causal relationship exists between 
improper grazing (by wildlife or wild horses or livestock) and greater 
sage-grouse conservation objectives; and 3) identify appropriate site-
based action to achieve greater sage-grouse conservation objectives 
within the framework. 

 The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT and 
to provide Bureau-wide consistency the recommendations cannot be 
revised.  During implementation the site-specific situation will be 
considered on a project specific basis. 

Visual Resource Management 

Summary Comment #3043: Commenters requested the BLM correct the Alternative F VRM Class II 
boundary for the Sheep Mountain Anticline ACEC to provide an 
additional 0.25-mile buffer from the adjacent VRM Class IV area so it 
includes all the bentonite potential areas depicted in the BLM’s 
bentonite potential GIS file. 

Summary Response: Thank you for your comment.  The comment is outside the scope of 
the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and Draft EIS, a 
targeted analysis specifically addressing goals, objectives, and 
conservation measures to conserve greater sage-grouse and to 
respond to the respond to the potential of its being listed. 

 All GIS maps, data, and information have been updated for the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Water 

Summary Comment #3044: Commenters questioned NTT RDFs related to water impoundments 
and management of produced water, noting the RDFs were 
duplicative of programs under the jurisdiction of state agencies.  
Commenters expressed concern that removal or reinjection of 
produced water would result in loss of habitat and water sources for 
greater sage-grouse.  Commenters asked for clarification on how RDFs 
will interface with NSO and CSU requirements, where the RDFs apply 
(in greater sage-grouse priority habitat only or both priority and 
general habitats), and if there will be a process for granting waivers, 
exceptions or modifications. 

Summary Response: The NTT report (or BER, or COT) is not the sole source of management 
decisions for the range of alternatives.  The NTT was formed as an 
independent, science-based team to ensure that the best information 
about how to manage the greater sage-grouse is reviewed, evaluated, 
and provided to the BLM in the planning process.  The group 
produced a report in December 2011 that identified science-based 

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-113 



Appendix A – Comment Analysis 
Analysis of Comments 

management considerations to promote sustainable greater sage-
grouse populations.  The NTT is staying involved as the BLM work 
through the strategy to make sure that relevant science is considered, 
reasonably interpreted, and accurately presented; and that 
uncertainties and risks are acknowledged and documented. 

 A baseline environmental report, titled Summary of Science, Activities, 
Programs, and Policies That Influence the Rangewide Conservation of 
Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) (referred to as the 
BER), was released on June 3, 2013, by the U.S. Geological Survey.  
The peer-reviewed report summarizes the current scientific 
understanding about the various impacts to greater sage-grouse 
populations and habitats and addresses the location, magnitude, and 
extent of each threat.  The BER does not provide management 
options.  The report is being used by the BLM in our efforts to develop 
regulatory mechanisms and improve our conservation efforts of the 
greater sage-grouse and its habitat to reduce the potential for listing 
it under the ESA.  The data for this report were gathered from BLM, 
and other sources and were the "best available" at the range-wide 
scale at the time collected.  The report provides a framework for 
considering potential implications and management options, and 
demonstrates a regional context and perspective needed for local 
planning and decision-making. 

 In March 2012, the USFWS initiated a collaborative approach to 
develop range-wide conservation objectives for the greater sage-
grouse to inform the 2015 decision about the need to list the species 
and to inform the collective conservation efforts of the many partners 
working to conserve the species.  In March 2013, this team of State 
and USFWS representatives, released the COT report based upon the 
best scientific and commercial data available at the time that 
identifies key areas for greater sage-grouse conservation, key threats 
in those areas, and the extent to which they need to be reduced for 
the species to be conserved.  The report serves as guidance to federal 
land management agencies, State greater sage-grouse teams, and 
others in focusing efforts to achieve effective conservation for this 
species. 

 The range of alternatives is based upon analysis of public scoping 
comments as well as information provided in the NTT report, the BER, 
the COT report, and State management plans.  The alternatives 
represent different degrees of and approaches to balancing resources 
and resource use among competing human interests, land uses, and 
the conservation of natural and cultural resource values, while 
sustaining and enhancing ecological integrity across the landscape, 
including plant, wildlife, and fish habitat.  For example, Alternatives E 
and F incorporates adjustments to the NTT report (NTT 2011) based 
on cooperating agency input to provide a balanced level of protection, 
restoration, enhancement, and use of resources and services to meet 
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ongoing programs and land uses.  Anthropogenic surface disturbance 
would be managed not to exceed 3 percent in ecological sites that 
support sagebrush within Preliminary Priority Habitat (Figure 2-1, 
Ecological Sites Supporting Sagebrush in Preliminary Priority Habitat, 
in Appendix B, Figures). 

 Greater sage-grouse conservation measures in A Report on National 
Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Measures (NTT 2011) were used to 
form BLM management direction under alternatives E and F, which is 
consistent with the direction provided in BLM Washington Office 
IM 2012-044. 

Wild Horses 

Summary Comment #3045: Commenters expressed concern that management for greater sage-
grouse habitat objectives in HMAs should include managing wild 
horses at minimum population levels to address impacts on range 
conditions from wild horses.  Further, commenters suggested revising 
HMA management within Key and Priority habitats to prioritize 
evaluation of Appropriate Management Levels. 

 Commenters asked that language in the Supplement acknowledging 
the impacts of wild ungulates (including wild or feral horses) on the 
quality and composition of key forage species be incorporated in the 
Fish and Wildlife Resources – Wildlife section of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS. 

Summary Response: Management Action 4145 was revised to require inclusion of greater 
sage-grouse objectives in HMA plan updates.  In addition, language 
was revised to acknowledge that management challenges for big 
game species include poor habitat conditions, fire management, 
drought, increased development and urbanization, habitat 
fragmentation, invasive species, motorized vehicle misuse, disease, 
hunter access, and the impacts of livestock, wildlife, and ungulate 
grazing and browsing on the frequency, quality, and composition of 
key forage species. 

Wilderness Characteristics 

Summary Comment #3046: Commenters expressed concern over designation of lands with 
wilderness characteristics indicating the inventory was inadequate 
and should be updated.  Commenters noted that some proposed 
lands with wilderness characteristics do not have wilderness 
characteristics because the viewshed requirements are not being met 
and they contain roads and other man-made structures.  Commenters 
asked for clarification regarding the “scale” of analysis of lands with 
wilderness characteristics and requested that the BLM only use one 
scale for the analysis.  Commenters felt management that called for 
restoration of roads and trails in greater sage-grouse priority habitat 
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would lead to “rewilding” of areas that no longer contain or are not 
being managed for wilderness characteristics, stating this 
management did not comply with the BLM’s multiple use mandate. 

 Commenters requested special management prescriptions for greater 
sage-grouse PHMAs located within lands with wilderness 
characteristics and areas recommended in the Citizens’ Wilderness 
Proposal, to protect greater sage-grouse and wilderness character.  
Commenters identified 22 lands with wilderness characteristics and 6 
Citizens’ Wilderness Proposals that contain greater sage-grouse 
PHMAs and recommended stipulations for motorized and mechanized 
vehicle use, VRM, mineral and oil and gas leasing, geophysical 
exploration, mineral materials disposal, ROWs, and renewable energy.  
Commenters presented supporting information for implementing the 
special restrictions to protect greater sage-grouse, citing several 
technical documents.  Commenters also submitted additional 
information for the BLM to consider about the Citizens’ Wilderness 
Proposal areas. 

Summary Response: Thank you for your comment.  The comment is outside the scope of 
the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP, a targeted analysis 
specifically addressing goals, objectives, and conservation measures 
to conserve greater sage-grouse and to respond to the respond to the 
potential of its being listed. 

 The BLM has identified Alternative D as the Proposed RMP in the Final 
EIS, which does not designate Key Habitat Areas or PHMA ACECs, nor 
does it manage lands to maintain wilderness characteristics; these 
areas would be managed consistent with management for other 
resources and resource uses.  Alternative D is consistent with the 
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5. 

Wildlife 

Summary Comment #3049: Commenters requested that BLM consider multiple published articles 
and guidance regarding wildlife and greater gage-grouse, noting 
several relevant articles on greater gage-grouse were not cited. 

 Commenters identified seven important bird areas for inclusion in the 
RMP, providing information about the areas and noting that several 
overlap greater sage-grouse PHMAs, emphasizing the ecological 
importance of these areas for greater sage-grouse and critical avian 
habitat. 

 Commenters were confused by restrictions on locatable minerals due 
to closure of big game crucial winter range, questioning the BLM’s 
authority to manage game species and discretion to restrict 
development in big game habitat. 
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 Commenters suggested the BLM clarify what “closed” meant, 
recognize WGFD’s responsibility for game management, and support 
cooperative management where wildlife concerns exist. 

 Commenters indicated impacts on greater gage-grouse were 
overstated, asserting recent studies confirmed this assertion, 
suggesting ROW restrictions were not necessary, and that restrictions 
and/or mitigation should be specific to greater gage-grouse and based 
on valid science. 

Summary Response: BLM reviewed the suggested reports/data/articles to determine if 
they are substantially different from the information cited in the 
Supplement.  The commenters’ additional information was found to 
provide the general findings as already noted in the Supplement, 
therefore inclusion and consideration would not substantially alter 
the conclusions or analysis.  Therefore, they were not incorporated 
into the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

 The BLM acknowledges that WGFD manages wildlife within Wyoming, 
while the BLM focus is on managing habitat.  The BLM will continue to 
work with the WGFD to meet state wildlife population objectives. 

 The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of 
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in the RMP and EIS.  See 40 CFR 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h).  
Potential forms of mitigation include: (1) avoiding the impact 
altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (2) 
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action 
and its implementation; (3) rectifying the impact by repairing, 
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (4) reducing or 
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action; or (5) compensating for the 
impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. (40 CFR 1508.20) 

 Taking certain actions are only some of many potential forms of 
mitigation.  The BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS 
pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting 
which mitigation measures are most appropriate, including which 
forms of mitigation are inappropriate. 
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4.3. Non-Substantive Comments 
In addition to the substantive comments summarized and responded to above, the BLM received 
numerous non-substantive comments during the comment period.  In accordance with the BLM NEPA 
Handbook (H-1790-1), a formal response to non-substantive comments is not required; however, the 
BLM has reviewed and acknowledges all received comments.  Non-substantive comments generally 
included: 

• Comments in favor of or against management alternatives and allocations without reasoning 
that meet the criteria for substantive comments (such as: we disagree with the Preferred 
Alternative and believe the BLM should select Alternative C); 

• Comments that only agreed or disagreed with BLM policy or resource decisions without 
justification or supporting data that meet the criteria for substantive comments (such as: the 
BLM needs to better manage oil and gas development in the Planning Area); 

• Comments that did not pertain to the Bighorn Basin Planning Area; 
• Comments that were outside the scope of analysis for the RMP and EIS (such as comments 

related to revision and update of laws, policies, and regulations); 
• Comments that take took form of vague, open-ended questions or statements that did not meet 

the criteria for substantive comments; and 
• Comments submitted during the comment period for the Supplement that focused on the Draft 

RMP and Draft EIS rather than the supplement. 

5.0 CONCLUSION 
The BLM integrated the content of the Supplement into the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, revised the 
combined document, and prepared the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in response to substantive 
comments received during both comment periods.  The BLM will continue to consider public, agency, 
and other stakeholder comments through completion of the Bighorn Basin RMP Revision Project, as 
appropriate. 
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